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LETTER I. 



** Mea ftiit hoc in hac re voluntas et sententia, quemvis ut hoc maUem de iia 
qui essent idonei, suscipere quam me ; me ut maUem, quam neminem.'* 



W^HEN the design, the spirit and the tendency of your 
last Charge, delivered to the Clergy of the Archdeaconry 
of Cleveland, are considered, it will hardly be deem^ neces- 
sary for me to offer any apology for the liberty I take in 
addressing you. In that Charge, and especially in the 
Appendix and Notes which accompany it, you have chosen 
to attack not merely the principles, but the character of 
Unitarians; and, adopting the unfoiuided calumnies of those 
who have preceded you in the same inglorious, but nq|t un* 
profitable labours, you have greatly traduced and nusrepre- 
sented both. Believing most f^'mly and conscientiously, 
that the doctrines of Unitarianism constitute that *^ faith 
which was, once delivered to the saints,^ by the authorized 
messengers of God, and that the more widely they are 
diffused, the more surely will the interests of true religion 
and virtue be promoted; feeling also the most sincere 
respect for the illustrious defenders of these doctrines, both 
living and dead, whom you have endeavoured to hold 
up to the unmerited contempt or indignation of man- 
kind, I should regard it as a most blameable derelio. 
tionof duty, were I* not, in the absence of some better 
advocate, to attempt, at least, to vindicate the principles 
and the persons that bave been so unjustly traduced. f 
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That I have so long delayed to discharge this duty, 
must be attributed in part to a very delicate state of health, 
which has, till nearly .the present moment, rendered me 
incapable of any further exertion than the occupations in 
which I am necessarily engaged, require :* in part, also, to 
a reluctance to undertake a task which cannot but be pain- 
ful, oh various accounts, and which there is too much r^ 
son to apprehend will prove fruitless. It is painful* Sir, to 
appear in oppoation to a gentleman, whose station and 
talents demand respect, who is far from being a stranger to 
me, and to whose kindness and hospitality, I have for^ 
merly, more than once, been indebted. It is exceedingly 
painful to be compelled to regard such a one in the light 
of an ungenerous adversary ; publicly to accuse, and to 
endeavour to convict him of unfairness, illiberality, and 
misrq>resentadon. Had your Charge, and the Notes ap- 
pended to it, been worthy of your reputation for learning 
and talents ; had they contained only sound and temperate 
argument, mild expostulation, or reproof; had they exhi- 
bited the result of your own investigations of the writings 
of Unitarians, stated in a truly Christian spirit, to guard 
your clergy from what you deem pernicious errors, I 
should have addressed you, had it appeared necessary, with 
feelings of a very different nature. • I should have honoured 
you as a Christian pastor, duly watchful over his fkx;k ; I 



* These Letters were on tfie point of beipg put to press, when a werj heavj 
domestic calamity interrupted the writer*s pursuits, and deprived him both of 
the power and the inclination to attend to any thing unconnected with the 
awfol dii^nsation of Providence, by which his faith and fortitude have been 
mq«t severely exercised. 

Tt yof ayi^i xaxov /uut^oVy ofnuprttv 
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should have gladly acknowledgkt for you, a warm aiid 
nnoere respect : not a thought, unfavourable to you, would 
have arisen in my own mind : not an expression would 
have been called for, tending to exdte such a thought iii 
the mind of any other. But, in the place of argument, you 
have substituted declamation, as unsuitable to the subject 
af it is unworthy ot your character: instead of expostula- 
tion and Christian liberality, we meet with calumi^y and 
sarcasm. The groundless accusations, the vehement abuse 
of HoKsley, Magee, and others of the same school, kmg 
ago and often refuted and repelled, are repeated, nearly 
in their words as unanswered and unanswerable; and 
where we should expect to find a ^^ servant ci the Lord, 
not striving, but gentle, apt to teach, patient, in meekness 
instructing those who oppose themselves ;^ (S Tim. ii. 524, 
86,) there we behold << die accuser of his brethren,^ << lord- 
ingit over Gqd'^s heritage,^ and judging and condemning 
those who own the same master, even Chrirt. 

My veluctanoe to undertake the task of replying to 
your Charge^ though urged by a sense of duty, has been 
incseased by the conviction, that it must be in a gteat mea- 
sore fhiitleBB. For, let me be ev^ so saocessfiii in the 
performance of what I undertake, I can expect little atten- 
tkm from diose for whose information it is principally 
dengned. Tou mia^ condescend to j^ruse these pages; 
but how few of the clergy, who listened to your CbiEuge, and 
on whose minds the large apparatus of Notes has no doubt 
ptodiioed the effect you derired, will deign to bestow upon 
them even a hasty glance ? I well know, and you undoubt- 
edly know much better than I, how unwilling the members 
of your church are to look into any thing which is the 

B« 
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pjt)duction <rf a sectarian, * especiaUy if he be branded with 
the name of Socinian. If you, who quote with approbation 
a sentence from Bishop Home, which oxnmends those 
*' who have honesty and erudition, candour and patience, 
to study both sides,^ and whose stadon in the church seems 
to require that you should have an accurate knowledge, not 
only of the arguments of the defenders, but of the objections 
of the oppugners of the established creed, can yet be content, 
as it is evident you haye been, "with reading the works of 
HcMTsley and Magee, without vouchsafing to look into the 
answers of Priestley and Carpenter, can greater industry or 
impartiality be expected in those of inferior rank ? Will 
th^y not be disposed to follow the example, and to adopt 
the language of their Archdeacon, and to loathe ^^ the nau- 
seating crambe recocta^ of Unitarian viudibations and 
replies? It requires, therefore, no prophetic foresight to 
discern the fate of these page& By the majority of those 
from whose minds it is their object to remove the unfavour-- 
able impression which your Charge cannot fail to have 
produced, they will never be known to exist : by those who 
may chance to hear of them, they will be judged either 
unworthy of notice, or of too pestiferous a quality to be 
safely opened ; • and having, for a decent space, encumbered 
the counter and the warehouse of the bookseller, will follow 
many ^milar production^, more worthy of a better fate-— 

^ In vicum vendente/thus^ et ddor^s, 
*' Et piper, et quicquid chartis amidtur'ineptis/'f 

* <« I once knew,*' says Bishop Watson, « a divine of the church of Eng- 
land, of great eminence in it, and deservedly esteemed a good scholar, who 
having accidentally taken up, in a friend's apartment, a book written by a di^ 
senter, hastily laid it down again, declaring that * he never read dissenting 
divinity.' " Preface to a CcBectUm of Thed, Tractt^ p. 19. 

^ Such were the apprehensions seriously entertained by the author : the 
call for a second edition has proved them to have been groundless^ 



But painful and irksome as the task, and discouraging 
as these anticipations of its fruitlessness may be, I am 
warned by yourself not to shrink from it, since ^^ too many 
woiild be ready to conclude, if nothing was advanced in 
answer^ to such charges, ** that those charges were unan- 
swerable.^ *^ Assertion, uncombated, though unsupported, 
(it is observed,) passes with but too many for argument; 
and the truth of the pleading is, not unfrequently, inferred 
from the intrepidity of the advocate."** (Charge, p. 4.) — " Si 
taoeamus multi erunt qui Qiale de nobis sentiant, silentium- 
que nostrum quasi taciturn confessionem objectorum crimi- 
num interpretentur; quas si diluere possemus, nunquam 
verba nostra deessent.^* Or, to speak in the plain English 
of Prof. Porson— **As the orthodox are never weary of 
repeating the same baffled and exploded reasons, we heretics 
must never be weary of answering them : for edlence^ as I 
learn from you. Sir, is a proof of conscious impotence."" "f- 

Your Charge, Appendix, and Notes, embrace so many 
tofMcs, and at the same time exhibit so Uttle of arrangement, 
that it is by no means easy to reduce the subjects that re* 
quire attention, into any thing like order. They may, 
perhaps, all be brought, in a general view, under two heads. 
Firsts what you allege against Unitarians and their creed,^or, 
88 you are pleased, after Bp. Home, to denominate it, their 
No-creed. Secondly your defence, if such it may be called, 
of that part of the creed of the Established Church, which 
rehtes more particularly to the doctrine of the Trinity. 
In the remarks which I have to offer, I shaU be guided by 
this general division ; and shall, therefore, in the jSr^ place. 



Otrid EpUi. Crii. p. 312. f PorMm's Letkn to TravU, p. 17. 
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endeavour to i^pel'the' accusations you have with no spar- 
ing or lenient hand, brought against us. 

Before you advance to your most serious and formidable 
attack, you indulge in what you call lighter skirmishings. 
Some of these would scarcely call for notice, if they pro- 
oeedeci from any other adversary ; but, coming from you, 
they must not be altogether despised and neglected. 

Among these, is your attack on the appellations which 
we have either assumed, or which have been given to us by 
others. "To whom,'' you exclaim, (page 4,) «am I 
summoned to reply ? What title do our adversaries bear 
stamped upon their forehead ? Beneath whose standard are 
they enrolled?'!* That of Socinus, you say, we justfy 
disclaim ; and yet, with singular inconsistency, you every 
where call vLSjSodma/ns. The tide of Unitarians you will not 
allow us to use, because, as you allege, Trinitarians have as 
just a claim to it. That of Rational Christians is^ I ap- 
prehend, sneeringly giveu to us by pur enemies, more fre- 
quently than it is assumed by ourselves. Really, Si^, we ca;re 
little about the tide by which w^ are designated, provided 
it fully and justly distinguishes us from those whose religious 
creed differs in important points very widely from our own. 
We solemnly protest, indeed, against whatever would repre- 
sent us as enrolled under any other standard than that of 
Christ himself. Call us not, therefore, Socinians, ox 
Priestleyans, or by any other appellation^ which implies 
that we embrace the dogmas of any uninspired txkaji — that 
we submit to any other, than the, teacher who came fro^ 
heaven. If the name of Unitarians displease you, find for 
us another that shall be more suitable — ^that shall more 
clearly denote the leading principles of our creed, and more 






effectually di6tingukh us from othelf Ghrii^ito seete, and we' 
wili acknowledge our obligations td you, and adopt it. 

A Christian sect, however, you will not allpw us to life. 
In yoiur first Chai|;e, delivered in 1821, you were willing to 
grant, that though ^ the Soeiman standa next to thelMot,^ 
yet it if lit aome ^^ width of interval^ You have now di« 
mimshed, . if you have not altogether annihiJated tluif 
intervaL jg'or halving cited, with appaient apprdba- 
tion, the maKim of Bp. Beveridge, that *'* a Christiahi 'id' 
diatinguisbed fnom another nmn, yea from a Turk, by be*- 
tieving a Trinity of Persona in the Divine Nafiure,^ you add ^ * 
*^ CooqiBre, in short, what Unitariaos rgeot of the.Cfari$ti|Ui 
doetrioea in ofimidus^ and Deiala in Mo, (as costrasted by 
Bp. Bnrgess in his Tracts,) and what is the difference ?^ 
How^thick a drop serene^ can preiudsoe eseate iti the 
mekitaleye! Is there no difference^ Sir, between' diat system, 
which barely acknowledges the existence and the natural' 
atfsributes of Qiod, and that whidi alsa represents him as 
directing the ocnicema of his creatures by his providences^ 
aa exercinng over them a wise votal government, aiid as obu * 
acrvii^ all their conduct, that he nu^ hereafter be their 
judge? — Between that which lays no foundation jEbr> pifity, ' 
and .encourages no religious services, and that which leftds 
the mind to the contemplation of God in dvery scene and in 
every event, and inculcates the duty of fei^ent and habituiil 
devotion ?-«-Between that which denies the reality; if not> 
the possiUty of divine reveUtion, and that which admits, 
aa an undoubted trudi, that God spake to the fathers by 
the proph^s, and to us of later times by his Son ?-i-Between * 
that which treato the history of Christ as a cumnngly^^sed 
fable, and that which maintidns the Divine authority, the' ' 
miraculous works, the resursection and asoensicm of this 
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great prophet of the Jjofd ?— Betweea that which limits the 
hopes of man to' this short and transitory life, anfd says 
to it^s partisans, *^ Eat and drink, for to-morrow ye die,^ 
and that which demands an unwavering faith in a future 
scene of righteous retribution, and requires those who 
.maintain it, toiive ever mindful of that day, when every 
one ^' shall give account of himself to God, and receive 
according to his deeds ?^ Between such systems can the 
sound eye discern any resemblance? In whatever terms 
you may speak ci the fonner, of the latter you cannot, with 
any truth or justice say, that it is ^^ a system of cold, ineffi- 
qent, disjointed ethics, introduced into the world with an 
empty display of the interposing Divinity.**" But, say what 
you will-Hsay whatever ignorance of Unitarianism^ or an 
imcharitable zeal against it and those whom you call 
*^ if s wretched partisans,^ may prompt, so long as. this 
memorable test of a Christian disdple, established by the 
** inspired arisen of Tarsus,^ shall remain on reeord-^^^ If 
thou shalt confess ^wdth thy mouth the Lord Jesus,- and 
brieve in thine heart that God raised him from the dead, 
thou shfllt be saved,^-— so k»ig as we can boast of such able 
advocates in the cause of revelation in general, and of the 
Chrislian revelation in particular, as Lardner and Priestley, 
---so long as we can appeal, as thank God we can with con- 
fidence, to the liyes of many Unitarian professors, who, 
under th^ just influence of their principles, have been truly 
pio(is towards God, and benevolent to man, and. have ip all 
things maintained a conversation becoming the Gospel,-— 
in every relation of life, obedient to its precepts, and in 
every vicissitude of life, supported and cheered by if s 
hopes; we may 'well disregard the judgment and the con- 
denmation of fallible and bigoted men, and steadily main- 
tain o\ix ri^t to a title the most honourable that can be 



borne. Bemg leviled as unworthy of that title, we may be 
drivm hom taking our part in BiUe societies, and other in. 
sdtations deugned to promote the Chrisdan causey and 
eqiarated, in leqpect of the (Hrdinaiy intercourse of life, 
from those to whoio^ though we think them in error, we 
would GbeefliiUy extend the ligfatJiand of Christian fellow- 
ship; but our peaoe^ our satisfaction, our^sletMlfastness, 
cannot thus be disturbed or shaken* We withhold from our 
blessed and higUy^zevered Lord no honour winch he has 
required us to offer to him ; and if we now prove oursebes 
his fattfaftd foiUowers, by doing the will of his FaAer in 
heaven, as he hath commanded, we trust we may look for- 
wards With hinnble confidence, to our b^ng owned, by him 
in the great day of our account . 

But before I quit this topic, on miudi we ace so often 
and always so unfiiirly assuk^ permit me to ask, what 
authority you have for msserAag, after Bp. Bui]geBs, 
that we rqect the Christian doctrines in omnibus f 
You assume* aa proved, the point in debate between us. 
You identify Christianity with your thirty-nine artadefi^ and 
then revile us as unbelievers, because we do not admit, the 
identity. Let it pe fully established, that those doctrines 
whidi you esteem the essentials of the Gospel, are not, as 
we conscientioudy ^^(Qgard them, its corruptkms, and you 
will have soipe better ground for tl^ charge you bring 
against us. But,*whtte we maintain, and endeavour to 
prov^ that our creed embraces every artide pi its fullest 
extent, tau(^ by CJuist and his apostles ; while the records 
of Christian antiquity assign to what are now called the 
peculiar and distinguishing doctrines of the Grt>spel, an ori^n 
posterior, and in some instanceS| long posterior to their age, 
though you nay rightly ^udude us from the pale of your 
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church, it is as presumptuouB as it is iOibetiil, to pratiounce 
us unfit to be mranbers of the chureh ef Clmst. * 

Among your lighter skinnisbbgs, may alilo be rmked 
the contemptuous atid abu^re terms in which y6u iSp^h of 
Unitarians : ' as scioHits and schismuiies^ wretched paHwanSy 
teachers Ukimfi^rmed aaui perverse^ uptit^s who Utraif a 
siaUowness as to theologieai crkkiem^ and whose works^ 
axe -u Tumsei^iff orambe reeoctch Pafdon me, if I say,' 
that such language accords not either Mnith good sense, good 
taste, or good manners, while it exhibits little of a truly 
Chrisdan spirit There is i» it nothuig of thai ^ntl^ess 
and > i^eekness which theapostk Paul Recommended to 
Timothy, as becoming in the is^ivatlC ^ tliie Lord. • (2 TinJ- 
ii. 24, 26.) The most contemptuous language carries with it 
no refutation of an opponent's principles^ atid'serves only to 
excite a suspieiofi, that the emie in whiebit is empldyed is - 
deident in strength. Schidiflaitcs, acoording t^itu^ sdrif^timil' 
sense of the term eckisfthy'we e^ttektAy are not; and if we be 
seiolkts— if in erudition wl^l^e iiiferi(»> to die memberi^ of 
your diarchy weaire sdin eonije^tiende of tbeiiiijuste!xdusio» 
we suffer from tiiose seals aS leanmig, whieh being natloiia} 
establishments^ ought to be open to erery mcftnber (^ the 
community, and not fenced about, by e^do^ng religious 
tests,> But if we be indeed «0ieft9i«^£w<& discover a " shal- 
lowness as to theologiciA ci^ticism," (acharge, however, which 
though confidently^ aD^ged against «s, h^ not been sub- 
stantiated,) I know nW that we rank far below many of 
our tieighbourS) wfaoseadvanfiages for the aftainmeat of sound 



• To those who will condescend to read DissenUttg Divinity, an excel- 
lent sermon on this subject, by the late Dr. ^tdmSni may be rc6otmtiendedi 
eutitlad **The.ii^astioe.of i(dasdng Uidtttriaiii wkhDeigto 
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and extepsive learning are far superior to those which we 
enjoy. And after all, should it be proved that Unitarian 
writers of the present generation are sciolists, it will not 
follow that th^ principles deserve the opprobrious name of 
sciolism^ Principles whioh either wholly* or in their most 
essential particulars^ have been professed, illustrated^, and 
defended by such men as J. Crellius, Slichdngius, and other 
eminently learned Polish writers : and in our own country, 
by Pdrce, Emlyn, Benson, Lardner, Lowman, Tyrwhitt, 
Jebb, Lindsey, and Wakefield, to whom many othier 
equally honourable names might be added, cannot be fsdviy 
characterized as belonging to a school of sciolism. 

I may also, perhaps, be allowed to place among these^ 
%hter skirmishing the charge you advano^ against us, of 
rla^ytiipg the associadon of great names updn the slijl^e^t 
pretexts. . You will not allow uis to rank on our side,; sudf 
men as Newton, Locke^ Watts, Paley, Bp. Watson, and • 
others, whose talents, knowledge, and virtues^ were such aa, 
to redact lustre on any se^t who^ tenets they adopt;ed. It . 
appears to me, indeed, a matter of ccMnp^radvely Httle* 
moment, affecting in no degree the truth of our opi^ 
nipns, whether i^ claiming the sanction of these nani^, 
we be right or wrong. Nor should I notice thia subject at 
all, had you not insinuated that in this, as in other cases, we 
are influenced by unwoirthy motives, aad guilty of diain-. 
genuous conduct If, indeed, the history or the worlds oC. 
these great men furnish no evidence whatever of their ^ttaqbr :. 
ment to Unitarian priindples, we axe justly cbargeal^le with, 
presumption and dishonesty in representing them a^ yriib, , 
UB. If there be some evidence, which upon a careful exa- 
mination, proves weak and altogether insufficient, we ought, 
in charity, to be held mistaken, till we shew, that in the 
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absence of all proof, we are resolved obstinately to maintain 
our claim. You, Sir, who boast of your Bulls, and your 
Pearsons, and your StiUingfleets, and your Waterlands, and 
your Horsleys, should allow that it is natural, if not laud- 
able in us, to glory in a Newton, a Locke, a Chillingwortb, 
a Watts, and a Law, if we can shew cause for our glorying; 
and for any thing you have advanced to the contrary, this 
glorying of ours is still well founded. On this subject it 
will be proper to dweU a little ; so far at least, as to prove, 
that the pretexts are not slight, on which we claim the 
association of these great names. 

You ask (page 33) " Why Newton and Locke, because 
they never undertook to defend the doctrine of the Trinity, 
are therefore to be deemed Unitarians P'* This, Sir, you 
must know, is not the ground on which it is asserted that 
these illustrious philosophers were Unitarians, or rather 
that they were not Trinitarians. Yet, considering that 
they both placed themselves m circumstances, as theological 
writers, in which had they believed in the doctrine of the 
Trinity, they could scarcely have refrained from avowing 
their belief, their silence cannot ** be cited as correctly in 
favour, as in discredit of the dogma.'' You have undoubt- 
edly read the letters of Sir I. Newton to Le Clerc on the 
spuriousness of 1 John, v. 7, and on the true reading of 
1 Tim. iii. 16. " If we suppose'' (it has been well observed*) 
*f that he considered these passages merely as questions of 
sacred criticism, which ought always to be kept entirely 
distinct from questions of polemical divinity, yet since the 
result of his critical inquiry was the tUter subversion of two 



• Letterg addrested to the Cahinistic Cftristians of fVanekk, Ac. by an 
Unitarian Christian, p. 103, 104. 
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of the principal arguments in support of the Trinity, it was 
surelj due to himself and to his readers, if he still believed 
the doctrine, to leave an explicit and solemn declaration of 
his belief upon record. But no such declaration, though a 
just regard to truth and sincerity seemed to demand it, is 
any where to befound.^ And as to the silence of Mr. 
Locke, can it be thought possible, that if he had been a 
believer in the doctrine of the Trinity, no intimation of 
it would appear in his commentary upon so large a portion 
of Paul^^s Epistles, or in his work on the ^^ Reasonableness 
of ChristiaiiiQr?'" Could any professed Trinitarian, in going 
over such ground, maintain such silence ? But for with- 
drawing those truly great men from the ranks of orthodoxy, 
we have more substantial reasons than their silence. 'No 
Trinitarian, we are confident, could say of the baptismal 
fonoula> on which you lay such great stress^ what Sir I. 
Newton has saidi— '^ That it was the place from which they 
at first tried to derive the Trinity 7* We have, moreover, 
the direct testimony of Mr, Hopton Haynes, Deputy Assay 
Master of the Mint, under Sir I. Newton, with whom he 
was intimately acquainted. He unequivocally declared that 
Sir I. Newton did not believe in the pre-existence of Christ, 
that he diaapprbved of Dr. Clarke^s A nanism, and expressed 
his firm omviction, that the time will come, when the doc. 
trine of the incarnation, as commonly received, shaU be 
exploded as an absiurdity equal to transubstantiation. The 
testimony of Mr« H. Haynes cannot justly be suspected, 
and it can be disproved only by Sir I. Newton^s papers, in 
possession of a noble famUy, who might no doubt beper* 
suadfid to lend their aidin supporting the orthodoxy of this 
illustrious perscm, if it were in their power. Dr. Waterland, 
whose scent of heresy was exceedingly keen, deemed him an 
Anti^Athanasian; as appears from a letter to Dr. Z. Grey, 
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in which he says, " I am sorry that no one yet has under- 
taken a just answer to Sir I. Newton's 14th Chapter, re- 
latmg to the prophecies of Daniel, in which he slily abuses 
the Athanasians. That prophetical way of mana^ng the 
debate, on the side of Arianism, is a rery silly one, and 
might easily be retorted.'' * 

In your attempt to prove the orthodoxy of Mr. Locke, 
it is difficult to believe that you are in earnest. " He ex- 
pressly speaks," you say, " < of the mysteries of sal^^alion.' " 
Of these mysteries, any Unitarian would speak in the same 
manner. You proceed — ** Now the raorel precepts of the 
Gospel can be no more deemed * a mystery,' than the ethics 
of Aristotle, or the offices of Cicero. He must, therefore, 
undoubtedly mean thojse very tenets, which the rationalist 
e:!tplodes, merely because they are (what in Scripture tJiey 
rire denominated,) the deep tMngs of God.^ I will venture 



• Set NUhok't nhuira^Ofu of t^i« Lit Hift &c. vol. iv. p. S86H.Dr. Z. 
Grej, on this hint from his learned correspondent, undertook in the following 
yerr, (.1 736,) to answer this 14th chapter ; and he had no better opinion of 
Sir Isaac's orthodoxy, than Waterland hiniself. He observes : « His applying 
that part of his book to the AWianaiAam^ as it shews how Hn* a man of his 
gtaat parts, teaming, and abilities, could stretch his fancy upon occasion, dis* 
covers, at the same time, no small inclination to disparage the orthodox in a 
covert way. It was thought by some, that Sir Isaac might have had an insi- 
dious design against the Athanasians in this whole chapter ; but it was not 
proper tatake notice of it, till' Mr. Whiston, a firank and open advenarpt had 
diractiy a{^M itT^^-Oreift EamOnatian of^ liih Chapter^ ^[v;. p. 4. 

Atld again—** Why. is all this pains taken to load the memory' of Atfaana- 
idCisP Kot one word is said of Origen, St-Gypilan, or Busebius, &c. Sir 
Ifnafi, 'tis profabNe, had his reasons for this pieoe of partiatityt which it majr 
i|Ot be proper for me< to inquire ^ito.*'— i6i^. p. 69*— 4So that Dr. Grey evi- 
dently considered this great philosbpher as an enemy, though secretly, to the 
orthodox faith. 
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to assert, that in all our writiiigs, you will not find a aen- 
tence so Uloj^cal^ or wbioh savours so much of adolism as 
this. Here is your syllogism : Mr. Locke ^eaks of the 
mysteries of salvation; the moral preeqits are not mysteries 
of salvation ; ergo, Mr. Locke speaks of the doctrine of the 
Trinity, Attmement, &e. and was a Trinitarian.--Had a 
Unitarian argued in this inconsequential mamier, he wonld 
have met with little ofiercy at your hands ; and, in truths he 
would have deserved little. As you have not referred to 
the place where Mr. Locke expressly speaks of the mysteries 
of salvatks^ I cau only say^ in general, that I know of no 
other mystery of which Mr. Locke any where speaks, but 
of that which is so often and. so eloquently described fay 
Paul, and so satisfactorily explained by ibis judicious ex- 
poi^toir : — ^ Themystery which was kept secret since the 
world began, biit now is made manifest, and by the scriptures 
of the prophets, according to the commandment of the ever- 
lasting 6od9.made known to all nations, for the obedience of 
f^ith.'' (Bom. xvi. 26, 86.) UpcxL which Mr. L. observes in 
a note, ^ That the mystery, he (Paul) here sperics of, is the 
calling of the Gentiles, and may be seen in the following 
words, which is that which, in many of his epistles, he calls 
a mystery. (See Ephes. i. 9 ; iii. 3—9. CoL i. 86 — 87,r 
On the aeoond of the passages to which he hei^ refSers, 
he has the foQowii^ note : — «* It is upon the ac- 
count of his preaching this doctrine,^^ (the^ union of 
Grentiles and of Jews in one body,) '^ and displaying to the 
world this concealed tr^fh, which he calls every wharea. 
hidden mystery, that he gives to what he preached^ the 
disringnifihing title 61 my Gospely (RcjNtn. xvi. S5,) which 
he is concerned that Gpd should establish them in. that 
being the chief design , of his Epistle- to the RomanSy as 
here to the EpheHans. The insisting so much on this, that 
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it was the special favour and commission of God to him 
in particular, to preach this doctrine of God^s purpose of 
calling the Gentiles to the word, was not out of vanity or 
boasting, but was hexe of great use to his present purpose, 
as carrying a strong reason %vith it, why the Ephesians 
should rather believe him, to whom, as their apostle,. it was 
made manifest, and committed to be preached, than the 
Jews, from whom it h^d been concealed, and was kept as a 
mystery, and was in itself aycf ix^jarov^ inscrutable by men, 
though of the best natural parts and endowments.*" That this 
mystery constituted the deep thmgs of God j in Mr. Locke'^s 
apprehension, as in that of Unitarians generally, will 
be evident to any one who will carefully peruse the para- 
j^rase and notes on the ^ chap, of 1 Cor. where that phrase 
is used. ♦ So utterly inefficient is your first proof of the 



* It may be useful to dte one of those notes.—** But we speak," (says the 
apostle, ver. 7,) *• the wisdom of God in a mystery ;" which Mr. Locke thus 
paraphrases : *< But we speak the wisdom of God, contained in the mysterious 
ai^ the dhscure piophecies of the Old Testipnent $*' and subjoins this note i^~i 
« What the spirit of God had revealed of tb«t Gospel, during the times of the 
Law, was so little understood by the Jews, -in whose sacred writings it was 
contained, that it might well be called the Wisdom of God in a mystery ; i. e. 
declared in obscure prophecies, and mysterious expressi6ns and ty^. Though 
this be undoubtedly so, as appears by what the Jews both thought and did, 
when Jesus the Messiah, exactly .answering what was finretold of him* came 
amongst them ; yet, by the wisdom of God in mystery, wherein it was hid, 
though purposed by God before the settling of the Jewish economy, SL Paul 
seems more particularly to mean What the Gentiles, and consequently the Co- 
rinthians, were more particularly concerned in, viz. God*s purpose of calling 
the Gentiles to be his people under the Messiah ; which thdngfa revealed In the 
Old Testament, yet was not in the teast understood till the tinoes of the Goepdt 
and the preaching of St. Paiil the apostle, to the Gentiles, which therefore he 
so frequently calls a mystery. The reading and comparing Rom. xvi, 25, 26. 
Bphes. fii. 3^; vi. 19, 20. Coi. i. 26, 27; iL 1.^; iv. 3, 4; will /give 
Ughttothis." 



17 

<»rthodpxy of this great man, which at the same time betrays 
such imperfect conceptions conoeming the language of Paul, 
that I am ahnost tempted to ask, to whom is << shallowness 
as to titeokgicai crUkisnT justly imputable? 

Still further to disprove the Anti-Trinitarianism of Mr* 
Locke, you observe, that ** in his Synopsis of the Epistle to 
the Romans, he lays down, as twb of his general and com- 
I»ehensive heads of the Christian doctrine, 

1 . That by Adam^s transgression, sin entered into the 
world, and death by sin ; and so death reigned over all 
men^ from Adam to Mooes: and, 

S. That justification to eternal life is only by grace, 
through faith in Jesus Christ.^ 

These positions^ which are ud fact expressed as nearly as 
possible in Paul'^s own words, ^rove nothing respecting the 
pecuKar views of Mr. I^ocke. They are sudi as every 
Unitarian willingly adopts. Before we can decide from 
these^ whether Mr* Locke was a Trinitarian or a Unitarian, 
we must ascertain in what sense he understood the principal 
terms here employed* In order to do this, we have 
only carefully to peruse die paraphrase and notes of the 
first eleven chapters of this epistle ; and no fair and compe* 
tent judge, I am persuaded, can rise from ' such a perusal, 



Let any one carefully peruae Mr. Locke's hotes on these paasagea in the 
Bpiatlea to tbeRomana and the Epheaians ; and alao his important remarks on 
Ephas. S. S, and he will deariy undentand what he nieana by mif$terie$ of 
isfcofioB, wad** the deq^ fhUnffT or coumeU **€fGod;^ and will acknowledge 
that this excellent interpreter of Scripture was far removed from what is now 
termed orthodoxy. 
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withouC being lully coavhioed that the aathor cannot he 
jusdy claimed by Trinitarians: and this convicticm will be 
a^:engthened9 if the natuve and tendency of Uiii weU-kHorvm 
work, entitled ' 7%^ Beas&kaOeneis ef CkrisHmUy; m 
delivered in the Scriptures,^ be duly considered ; a work 
which iifas doiounced as * soeiaianiaied ail over,'' by his 
vehement aiftdgonist^ Dt. fidwards, in his « Socinianitm 
Unmctskedf'' and which it has been justly observed, i» 
^ exactly such a book as a Unitarian Christian wmld, and 
a Trinitarian teould nof^ write."^ 

A third pp(k^ of Mr. Lookers Trimtarianinn, you find 
** in one of his Letters to Limboroh^ (dated Oates, Jaiu 
6, 1700,"^ in which " he observes, speaking of Allix's 
< Judgment of the Andent Jewish ClMireh agaimst the Unita- 
rians^ : — Quidam aptid nos xtaJdi parcuhamm credimi d&o^ 
trinam TrmikUis Judceis tribuere, et stahiUmentum istms 
doffmuHs d ^/nagogA pdere. AUi b contra dicAlmift 'hoc 
jugiduia eaussB esse^ et hoe fbndamento stabiliri Ortho« 
dcniain^eteinerd'oninUUnitaricNrumaTgunienta^ QtndipM 
Te9 doeeod emeo videre : opem emm in Mc amsd A Judgeis 
etRabbwtisoMmnonewpeciavi. Sed k^t semper groHsrima^ 
iindecunqfte c^ffkdgeatP Is it possible to strain out frcxn this 
passage,, any acknowledgement iiiat Allix had really suc- 
ee^ed in his attempt ? Because seme thought that the 
cause tfike Unitarians was lost, that cH their argumewts 
tuyere ofverihriywn, and orthodojyjirndjf estabtishedy are we 
to conclude that Mr. Locke thought so ? He does not give 
even a hint to his learned correspondent of his own opinion 
on the subject. How, indeed, oould he« when he had 
formed no opinion ; not having been able, as he says, 
though he had bought the work of AQix as soon as it ap- 
peared, to find either health or leisure to read it ? This 
important fact, which is stated in the sentence immediately 
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(Preceding that which you have quoted^ yott have not notk^. 
Permit me to siq^ly this ciefect ^^ AMxii Ubrum quam 
primitm prodiit coemi animo legeiidi^ sed otiosb hacienus 
prcB numibusjacuity nee dum woe per vaJetudmem sive per 
alias avocationes legfre Ucuitf &pero propedkm pinguius et 
^/hictuosius a^ium. Qmd de eo audias interim miki dicas. 
Q^idam apud no8j (J*c. * Fropi this passage, therefote, 
your cause derives no aid. 

Against all the inconclusive evidence of Mr« Lbcke's 
orthodoxy, which you have thus produced, place the fact 
that he wje» the imputed author of a paper, in one of 
the volumes of the Old tTnitarian Tracts; that he was 
the avowed author of ^ The Reasondbteness of Christianity ,'* 
a work wUcli he himself acknowledges *^ does not accord 
^th the doctrines commonly received;^-}* and also of a 
paraphrase and notes on some of those epi9t}e8 of Paul, 
£rom which are generally derived what are called the peculiar 
doctrines of the Gospel, none of which are there discovered 
by Urn ; whilst, as it has been justly remarked, ** there is 
hardly a Unitarian interpretation of any disputed passage in 
those epistles, which he has not either suggested or adopted ; 
md further, that he was attacked as a favourer of Socinian- 

< Fammar Leiten, p. 457. f Ibid. p. 899. 

His corvespondent» Mr. Molyneux, relates a curious anecdote concerning 
this woik. «^ As to the EeatoniMene$i of ChriilianUy, I do not find but 'tis 

veiy wdl approred of here,** (in Ireland) *' amongst candid, unprejudiced men, 
that dare speak their tlioughts. Ill tell you what a very learned and ingenious 
prelate said to me on that occasion i— J asked him whether he had read that 
book, and how he liked it ? He told me, very well ; and that if my ftiend, 
Mr. Locke, writ it, 'twas the best book he ever laboured its but, says he, if 
I should be known to think so, I shoidd liave my lawns torn from my shoulders. 
But he knew ny opinion beftn<ihand, and was therefore the fteer to commit 
hit secret thoughts in thai matter to me.**— FaniMar leHerit P* ItfS. 
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ism by your own Edwards and Stillingfleet ; and you wiH 
not surely be disposed to repeat yout censure for our clairo- 
ing the sanction and authority of this truly great and good 



Whatever the accuracy of Unitarians may be, on the 
subject of Dr. Watts, it is, I will venture to assert, as per- 
fect as your own.' " Estimated by his works," you say,* 
.*' from which, and not from unauthorized reports, a writer's 
sentiments are to be ascertained — 'Watts,' as Dr. Aikin 
dianterestedly remarks, • must certainly rank among the 
decided advocatesof orthodoxy.'" Dr. Aikin's remark was, 
I have no doubt, perfectly disinterested, or, as I suppose 
you mean it to be understood, impartial ; and to his judg- 
ment I am in general disposed to shew great deference : 
but from my personal acquaintance with that interesting 
writer and most excellent man, I feel some hesitation in 
submitting to him, as an umpire, on the question of Dr. 
Watts's orthodoxy. He may have been misled by Mr. 
Falmer'sTract,a8you seem to have been. With Dr. Watts's 
theological works, I more than doubt whether he had such 
an acquaintance as would qualify him to decide respecting 
his religious creed. Such works were not at all according 
to hb taste, and in compiling the life of Watts, as a general 
biographer, he would not feel himself called upon to study 
them. Setting aside then, the biographer's opinion, and 
every report, W^hether authorized or unauthorized, let this 
amiable ^vine be judged by his works ; and by them he 
will stand condemned as unorthodox. Let these works be 
the very two to which you appeal, viz. ' Uaefid and impor- 
tant Qjiestiona, (not Cautions) conceminff Jesus, the Son gf 

■ Rather, Dr. Aikin sajt ; tor Ihe whole senteiKe is bonoved ttom tbe 
doie of hit utiole oA Watts, in the Gensnl Biographical IHctlonBij. 
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Cod i" and * The Glory of Christ j as G^oci-TWflw.'— In these, it 
is tme, " he strongly maintains the intimate union of the 
Saviour with the God-head :*" he also speaks frequently of 
the Trinity, he vindicates the worship of Jesus Christ ; and 
with some heidtation indeed, that of the Holy Spirit. He 
even ** freely and dehghtfuUy confesses some articles bor- 
rowed from the Athanasian Creed ;" and hopes " effectually 
to preclude all the objections and cavils of Arian and Soci- 
nian writers:*" yet, after all, he is nearly as far from 
orthodoxy as the person who now addresses you. For what 
is the doctrine of these Tracts ? So far as I am able to 
understand them, it is this:— There is one God — the 
Father, the Almighty, self-existent, and eternal; the God 
of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob ; known and worshiped by 
the ancient Jews — ^the God who alone is acknowledged and 
adored by Unitarians. The human soul of Christ was pre. 
existent — the first-bom of every creatiure— the beginning of 
the creation of God, existing by some peculiar and imme- 
diate manner of creation, formation, or derivation from the 
Father, before other creatures were formed ; yet still a 
proper human spirit, but with intellectaal capacities and 
powers vastly superior to any other human soul, or to any 
angel in heaven. This human soul, from the time of its 
creation, lay in the bosom of the Father, surveyed and 
approved his works of creation, and was perhaps also em« 
ployed by him in adorning and disposing various partd of 
the new-created world, so far as any thing below pure God- 
head was capable of being employed in that work. To this 
human soul — ^to this angelic spirit, the Go^-head of the 
Father, which is one infinite and eternal spirit, was, in some 
particular principle or.power of its own nature, or undar 
some peculiar distinction and relation, intimately unit^; 
so intimately, as to warrant the application t>f the names, 

c3 
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character, and actiops of the Father to this complex being. 
This human soul — ^this angel intimately and immediately 
united to the Godhead of the Father, appeared aa the Lord 
Jehoy^ to the patriarchs and others under the Old Testa> 
ment dispensation, and was thus GocUingeL This glorious 
human spirit, the only-begotten Son of God, united person- 
ally to the divine nature, left the bosom of the Father, 
descended from his angelic state, took human flesh into a 
constant partnership of his person, and became man* This 
human flesh was united into one person with the angel, and 
became the human or bodily shekinah, or constant habitation 
of God, or God-man; having then, in his complex person, 
the name of Deity and humanity given to him. In conse- 
quence of the iup-dwelling of the one God in this one human 
soul and this one human body, the choice of whom for this 
purpose was the effect of the ^sovereign goodness of the 
great and blessed God, the human nature of Christ enjoys 
peculiar and extensive powers in its present glorified state, 
imd is to be assumed into the complex object of worship ; 
but in such a manner, as that the one eternal God may 
abide still the only object of wc»^hip; whether he be 
considered as absolute in himself, under the character of 
Father of all, lor as united to the man Jesus Christ, and 
dwelling in him by a personal union. Thus the Father and 
the Son are both worshiped ; but, when the Son is wor* 
fihiped, it is as one with the Father, and to the glory of 
the Father. 

Conc^rmng the Holy Spirit, Dr. Watts says little ia 
tbese two treatises. In his other writings on the subject of 
the Trinity, he maintains that both the Word and the 
^Spirit are two divine fjaculti^s or powers in the essence of 
God. And, hi the * Glofy of Christy 4*^.' we meet with 
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tl^e faUc»mQg pa^s^ge^ — ^^ Thouj^ I think tiriie Ckxl^-beaji 
is awribed to hioi» and p^wmil ^tions are:Sonietime& attn. 
buted to him in Scripture ; yet, as we ar^ not p3i})cesslyy 
plainly, .and particularly informed, whether hie be a really 
distinct principle or power in Grod, or has a proper distinct 
personality of himself, so neither are we &s;ff^p^ xequi]:ed 
to worship him, in any text of the Bibk :that J can find*^-^ 
Works^ vol. V. p. J294.-^Now, Sir, I may safely leajKe *ny 

one who knows \Khat orthodoxy is, (a knpwledge, I confesi^ 
not eainly to be obtmned, so yariableluid Froteus-like is its 
nature,) to judge from this brief, but I aia confident, just 
summary of Dr. Watts^s views, whether hje is to be ranked 

amongst its decided advocates.^ By those who were well 
acquainted with hipoi, he was charged with heresy above 
twenty years before his death. In a letter^ written in the 
year 1725, the famous 'Mr. T. Bradbury reproved him for 
jooakiiig '^the Divinity of Christ evaporate into a mere 
attribute. . It is apity,^ he adds, ^^ after you have beenn^ore 
than thirty years a teacher of oth^s, you are yet to learn the 
£rst principles of the oracles of God. Was Dr. Owen'^s church 
to be taught another Jesus ? That the Son and Spirit were 
only two powers in the divine nature ? &c^ And, thus also. 
Dr. Doddridge speaks of his friend, not in the language of r^ 
praecfa, for their opinions very nearly coincided :— -^^ Dr. 
Watts maintained one Supreme God, dwelling in the hunum 
nature of Christ, which he supposes to have existed the 
first of all creatures ; and speaks of the divine hgoSy the 



* If Dr. WatU WM a dedd^ advocate of ortbc4oij, Mr. Stephens^ of 
Exctar, to wiioae ** admiraUe aermons" we are i«fened, (p. 39,) wasa heretic ; 
m also wen the other learned writers* who are joined with him. 
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widdom of God, and of the Holy Spirit, as the divine power ^ 
or the influence and effect of it, which he says is a scriptural 
person, i. e. spdcen of figuratively in Scripture, under per- 
sonal characters.^ 

From the works to which you have appealed, as well as 
from others, particularly one intitled * The Arian invited 
to the Orthodox Faith^ and which I would beg leave to 
recommend to your attention, it appears that this amiable, 
but not very sound divine, maintained what is usually de- 
nominated the in-dwelUnff scheme; which you, Sir, ^*a 
teacher in Israel,^ cannot but know is little else than a 
cautious and disguised Unitarianism. For, in fact,^ as Dr. 
Priestley justly observes, " this scheme only enables persons 
to use the language, and to enjoy the reputation of ortho- 
doxy> when they have no just title to either. For the 
divinity of the Father, dweUi?ig in^ or even so intimately 
wiited to, what is confessed to be a creatvre, is still no other 
than the divinity of the Father in that creature, and by no 
means any, proper divinity of its own.** If this scheme 
coincide with the doctrine of the Athanasian Creed, language 
has no meaning ; if it do not, I know not how a clergyman 
of the church of England can call it orthodoxy. The case 
of Dr. Watts was not singular, but it was to be pitied. He 
could not be satisfied with the doctrine of the Trinity, as it 
was generally maintained : his mind was greatly perplexed 
by the language of Scripture, by the dictates of which alone 
he was desirous of being guided ; he had a reputation for 
orthodoxy, which he wished to preserve ; and ^^ his mild 
and gentle' spirit shrunk from the rude assaults, the fierce 
clamours, and the bitter censures, to which suspicions of 
heretical pravity would have been sure to expose him, from 
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'Ae fieiy and furious zealots of that day:^* theiefone, 
thoi^ hediscaided the prevailing notions respecting the 
Tiinitj^ he retuned as much as he could of the {n^ivBiling 
language ; and to one who is content with looking at titles 
of boc&s, or chapters, or who satisfies himself with a super- 
ficial glance at his works, he may appear to he a decided 
advocate for <Hiliodoxy ; but to no one else. 

That he never was a Sodnian I readily admit ; but 
that before he died, he was completely Unitarian, was not, 
as you represent it, a ^^ baseless assertion^ (p. 84,) of Mr. 
Liindsey or of Mr. Belsham ; nor was it ^^ merely the 
ojrinion of Dr. Lardner, formed partly cm a cursory view 
of some of his MSS., and partly on the opiniofh of a Mr. 
Neal, who viated in the family in which Dr. W. lived.'' 
Sr. Lardner, on whose judgment and accuracy the firmest 
setiance may be placed, notwithstanding Mr. Palmer's 



* LeUen-io fh< CalvMttie Chrittians qf Warwick^ Sue p. 143. 

Mr. R. Bobinaon well knew the tonper of such men, and has feelingly 
described it. Would to heaven there were none of this day, to whom the 
clescription oould be applied f Writing to Mr. Lucas of Shiewsbuxy, he says : 
•«'t1ie knigfat-errants of orthodoxy are a fierce, calumniating generation ; 
and this I extremely dislike in tliem. If orthodoxy alone were in them, one 
would |iitgr and pardon their nonsense ;** (this from the author of the imamner^ 
atik ** Flta ! j^c.*^— but when it is accompanied, as it mostly is, by a spirit of 
persecution, say what they will about faithfulness and zeal, it is, and must be, 
an offimoe to God and good men. The di£Ebrenoe between them and us is, they 
represent us as efwmi«r to Christ ; and treat us accordingly. We take them to 
be haiet in Christ's fiunily ; patiently bear their babblings ; and only will not 
snllfer them to goyem the family. What they are about you, I know not ; but 
here, they are the greatest gossips, the busiest censors, and the most zealous 
calumniatiars in the country. I had rather believe all the heresies stirring* 
than rob one of his chancter ; or injure, in any degree, my fellow-creatureK^ 
LeUiTif jv* p. 161. 



aaaettion that his ^^kttera discover somelhiiig like that 
imbeciUtgf which he reports of Dn Watts,"^ speaks of. 
matten of fad:, not of mere opinion. '^ I think»^ says h^, 
in a letter to the Rev. S. Merivale of Exeler, ^^ I>r« Watts 
never was an Arian, to his honour be it spcdcen. When be 
first wrote on the Tiinity, Iflreckon, he believed three 
equal divine Pertona : but in the latter part^ of his life^ he 
was a Unitarian. How he became so, I cannot certainly 
say; but I think it was the result of his own meditations 
on the Scriptures. He was very desirous to promote that 
opinion, and wrote a great deal on the subject*^ And. in 
another letter to the same friend, he observes, <^ I question 
whether you have any where in print. Dr. Watts^s ^ Last 
Thoughts on the Trimty.^ They were known to very 
few. My ne{^ew Neal, an understanding gentleman, was 
intimate mth Dr. WoMs^ and was iifkn vnih ike^fianify 
where he Uved. Sometimes in an evening wheQ they were 
alone, he could talk of his ^ New Thoughts^ concerning the 
person of Christ, and their great importance ; and that if 
he should be able to recommend them to the world, it 
would be the most considerable thing he ever performed. 
My nephew therefore came to me, and told me of it ; and 
that the family were greatly concerned to hear him talk 
so much of the importance of these sentiments. I told my 
nephew that Dr. Watts was right in saying they were 
important; but I was of opinion he was unable to recom- 
mend them to the public, because he had never been used 
to a proper way of reasoning on that subject. So it proved. 
My nephew being the executor, had the papers; and 
diewed me some of them. Dr. Watts had written a good 
deal, but they were not fit to be published. Dr. Watts^s 
* Last Thoughts' were completely Unitarian.'*'— Surely, Sir, 
you are not warranted in speaking so lightly as you have 
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•spokeD of this direct tes^timony of a man, ^^ whose exteo- 
ave kamin^''^ as it, has been wdl remarked^ <^ qualified 
bim to try the merits of eveiy evidence, and whose unr 
biassed iitf egxity and sacred veneration for truth, enabled 
him to pass an impartial saitence.^ * You assort indef^d 
that " Mr. Palmer, in his tract intitl^d ' Dr. Watts no 
Socinian,^ has conduavely shewn that both these <^nion8 
were ill-founded ;^ but I must beg leave again to say, that 
this was not a matter of mere opinion; and that M^, 
Palmer has AOt di^roved the positive testiifiony (^ .Dr. 
Gardner. ThiSi Z am persuaded, womU be reachly 
acknowledged by any impartial person who would ivtfid 
two excellent papers published in the Monthly Repo^ftory^ 
voL viii. aititled ' Strictures on u recent publication ^ 
Mr. Pahner*8? I cannot but regret that this work,, pro- 
ceeding as it does from the Unitarian sdiool of ^' sdiism 
iind sciolism^^ will of course be considered by you as un^ 
worthy of your attention. 

Dr. liardner states that Dr. Watts was a Umtariaa 
several years before his death; and this statemoit, as I 
have already sbewn^i b not contradicted by any thing in 
the works which he published two years before his death, 
and to two of which^ after Mr. Fahner, you particularly 
xAt as deeisive of his4»rthodoxy at that time. For what. 
ever the language of these works may be, the substance of 
the doctnne is Anti-Trimtarian— it is Unitarian. But Dr. 
Lardner further affirms that his *La8t Thoughts' were corn^ 
fktehf Unitarian* This judgment was formed on the 
perusal of MS& destroyed by the executors of Dr. Watts; 

*Eve&Dr. HordejtbiuspeakB of Lardner >-•< The learned and the candid 
Lardner, whoae jodgment muflt have been triaased by his opmions in prgudice 
of the writings,** (the EptoU of IgnatiuO ** if any iMng coiUi have Hatted hit 
jmigmiU kapr^aike ofihc ^vldeme qftruth.'*''^l>eUert, j:c p. U4h 



28 

no one therefore, in the present day, is Warranted to con- 
tradict the affirmation of Dr. Lardner : and as it is utterly 
inconsistent with the acknowledged character of that cool 
and judicious writer to sjpeak so strongly and deddedly, 
without some substantial reason, it is highly proba- 
Me, to say the least, that amongst these MSS. there 
were some written after the time of the last publication, 
and containing a more explicit avowal of Unitarian 
opinions.* And that such was the case, we may justly 
conclude, from the character and style of one of thfem 
rescued from the flames by Dr. Doddridge, entitled ' A 
Solemn Address to the Deity^ which appears to have been 
drawn up by Dr. Watts, on a review of what he had 
written on the subject of the Trinity, and therefore subse- 



* In the Monthly Review for March, 1782, there is some curioos infbmw- 
tion relating to these MSS., which it may be well to recite here. 

<< That the Doctor had altered his opinion with respect to some points of 
what is called orthodoxy, is undeniable. This is a isubject that tome of his 
encomiasts shrink from with concealed mortification, and would, if possible, 
consign to oblivion, as it cannot be remembered, without bringing some re- 
flection either on the. Doctor himself, or then: own darling cause. But it would 
be in vain to deny a fact known to many^ who were interested in making 
it public. It was known to Dr. Lardner, and by him communicated to the 
late excellent Mr. Merivale of Exeter, from whose mouth the writer of the 
present article immediately received it. Dr. Watts*s papers (many of which 
contained the most explicit renunciations of some of his former sentiments with 
respect to the doctrine of th6 Trinity) were mutilated, and published in a very 
imperfect manner. Some were whdUy tuppretted ; and it was with difllculty 
that Dr. Doddridge could rescue- from destruction, a certain curious paper 
respecting the Trinitarian controversy, published among liis posthumous works, 
intitled *A Solemn Addresi to the JDeUy^ jfc* The conduct of some of Dr. 
' Watts*s friends in this affiiir^ was so disingenuous^ that it failed forth very loud 
complaints frojn those who were acquainted with the secret t and it was but a 
short time before Dr. Doddridge embarked for Lisbon, that he complained to 
Mr* Merivale of unfair conduct, both with respect to Dr. Watts and himself, 
to whose charge, in conjunction with the late Dr. D. Jennings, his papers were 
intrusted for publication.*' 



quent to the publication* of the < Imporiatd QmettkmSj 4*c/ 
Now it is observable that this inteiestiiig and affiscting 
Address is directed to the Father alixie, as the (miff true 
Godj ihe. Supreme Being. Christ is here-flpoken of as a 
mmi in whom dwdle aU the fulness of the Godhead bodHy ; 
as an iUustrious Person^ who possesses divine dignity, not 
of himself, Jbut ocly as united to the true and etmial God ; 
but not a word is said of his pre-existence as a human 
soul; while the Holy Spirit is mentioned merely .as the 
power and influence of the Almighty^ exerted in the 
execution of all his purposes. * ^^ It is clear indeed,^ as 
the author of the ^ Stridunresy 4tr.^ observes, ^^ that the 
writer'^s sentiments upon the matter in question, were far 
from being absolutdy settled : his creed was not altogether 
fixed ; he had not, as is thfe case of some men, renounced 
inquiry, and closed his understanding against evidence and 
conviction :^ yet that he was no Trinitarian at that time, is 
evident from the general stndn of this affecting Address, 
and from some remarkable passages occurring in it. 
Wliat believer in the doctrine of the Trinity, ever held 
such language as ihe following ? ^* Hadst thou told me 
plainly in any single texly that the Father, Son, and Holy 
Sprity are three real distinct Persons, in thy divine nature, 
I had never suffered myself to be bewildered in so many 
doiibts, nor embarrassed with so many strong fears of 
affipnting to the mere inventions of men, instead of divine 
doctrine. Or, hadst thou been pleased so to express and 
include this proposiUon in the several scattered parts of thy 
book, from whence my reason and consdence might with 
ease jind oid^ and with certainty infer this doctrine, I 
flhould have joyfully employed aU my reasoning powers, 

♦ Mien to Oe'CaivMtik Ckrutkm tf WanMs, p. 143. 



so 

Irith their utmost dciU and aetitity^ to have found cnA ibii^ 
ittfeience, and ingrafted it into my souL^ 

In the other MS. t6 which you have referred; indtled 
< A faithful tnquirffj SfC? I readily grant tfaiot << the senti- 
ments are as remote from Unitaiiamsm as those of the 
vidumes above quoted ei refen^ to;^ but not moi^ 
f • e. they are Unitarian in Aibstance, clothed in 
like the language of orthodoxy « They are indeed remote 
from genuine Trinitarianism.-— >But on this subgeot I need 
add no more. When the sentiments even of the wmrks 
to which you have so confidently appetded, are th<ffough]y 
examined, and it is further considered that we have no 
where Dp. Watts^s last sentiments in print, every candid 
riBader, I apprehend, will conclude with me that you have 
been too hasty in pronouncing the question of Dr. Watts^s^ 
<xrthodoxy to be ** set at rest.'' 

I am not aware that Watson, Paley, and Sir Wm* 
Jones, have been generally, or with any degree of confi*- 
deuce claimed by us. That their orthodoxy has been 
suspected, even by their friends, is well known ; and what 
you have offered in their defence is by no means sufficient 
entirely to remove such suspicions. I cannot beCeve Ihat 
any Unitarian writer has been so unreasonable as to assert, 
or to intimate, that because Watson and Palej^ **had never 
put out any special disquisition upon the Trinity, they of 
course disbdieved them ; it i& not the usual habit of our 
minds to be satisfied with such evidence as this, upon any 
subject. Nor yet can we be satisfied with your proofs of 
their orthodoxy. On the three discourses of Paley, to 
which you refer as decirive, no^one, I am persuaded, who 
carefully peruses them, will be disposed to lay any stress ; 



isd yam extract traai Watson proves only that he did not 
pretend to ejqphiin the doctriDc of the IscaraatiDii, not that 
he believed it. I do not mean, however, to call in questicin 
his faith in that article. To a certwn extent, he and Paley 
may have been orthodox: but whatever thar faith may 
have been, they had learat frt»a an apmtie " a more excel- 
lent vaji* they had that *' charity which vaunteUi Dot 
ttaelf, ia not puffed up, doth not b^ve itself unaeemly, 
thinkethDoeviU aitd rejoiceth in the truth.^ That botli 
these enuneat men Aould make whatever («tbodoxy they 
poaaeeaed go as far as poaaible, was nothing dse than might 
be expected frcKn their haUts, station, and connexioaB. 
That the portioa wUcb fell to their share was not very 
l«i;ge, will inevitaUy be euapected by all who fairly conuder 
the charaotn of the ' Collection of Theolo^cal Tracts,* 
with its admirable pre&ca and catalogue <^ Thetdogioal 
writers by the one ; and the dedication ot * The Frincipks 
of Mon\ and Political Philosophy,^ by the other, to the 
Umtarian Bishop of Cltfliale. 

IF any one have clmmed Dr. Wallis as a Soanian, I 
agree with you that he has done so uDwarnaitaUy. Bat I 
an not aware of any such claim havii^ heea advaneed : 
nor has he beoi classed, as you assert, by Mr. BeIahaBi> 
** ammg Uni t arian expoators.^ He tdkes his pdaee in the 
' Caim htqtary,^ with Augustw, Calvin, Hooker, South, 
and others, amongst those Trinitarians who ar^ called 
Nominalists; who "maintain that the Father, the Scm, 
and the Holy S{Hrit, are three di8tincti<ms in the <me self" 
<^f*f"* DoQ*, aoak^ous to the faculties uS understanding, 
will, and power in men) to which three distinctions, 
pcmmal terms mi^ be applied." — Caim Inquiry:, god edit. 
p. 337. In a note subjoined to this definitioD) 3f r. Belsbam 
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ob^rtes, " Dr. Wallis, Savilian Professor of Mathematicsp 
at Oxford, in his * Considerations on the Trinity,' p. 7, 
(169S) speaks of it as ^ a sOly mistake, that a divine person 
is as much as to say, a divinity, or a God, when indeed a 
divine person is only a mode, or respect^ or relation of God 
to his creatures. He bears to hia cieatures these three 
relations, modes, or respects ; that he is their Creator, their 
Bedeemer, their Sanctifier: thisis what we mean, and all 
that we mean, when we say Gt)d is three Persons. He 
hath those three relations to his creatures; and is thereby 
no more three Gods, than he was three Gods to the Jews^ 
because he calls himself the God of Abr^am, the God of 
Isaac, and the God of Jacob.' <* This truly Unitarian 
doctrine,'* Mr. Belsham adds, " received the marked appro- 
bation of the University of Oxford, while Dr. Sherlock's 
hypothesis, * that the three Persons of the Trinity were 
three distinct infinite minds,' underwent a public censure. 
With this modal hypothesis Mr. Lindsey satisfied himself to 
remain in the church, and to use the liturgy some years 
after he became a Unitarian." 

That Mr. Belsham is justified in calling this doctrine 
Unitai^, will be acknowledged by all who fairly appreciate 
the nature and tendency of this modal hypothesis, " which, 
in fact, annihilates the proper personality, and thereby the 
real existence of the Son and Spirit ; and though the advo- 
cates of this hypothesis hold the language of proper Trini- 
tarians, yet, in ideas, they coincide altogether with the 
Sabellians, or even with the proper Unitarians." — Cctiin 
Ifiquify, p. '888. And with this judgment your favourite 
Bp« Bull agrees ; ** Adde ergo. Personam sine essentia con- 
cipi no^ posse, nisi statueris Personam in Divinis, nihil aliud 
esse quam merum rpemv e^apfcv^ quod plane Sabellianum. 



stances or quaHfiattioiis ; to that the same man, if csraable 
(tf hring quaitifiBd thiu, jp"! thus, and iiauj vutiit nutaia 
thiee Foaoni, and tbeae three Peraooa be ^x same maiL"— 
Ltttert, ifc. Na 7. And 3ret you make your boost of Dr. 
WaUu 08 ft *' flim believer in the ordtodoK doctrine !" You 
of course know vhat is your ovn futh on the Rdtjeet of 
the Tnuty, bat your dergy and 3rour ceadcn cm have no 
dear conc^dom of it : ibr Trimtarians of ereiy school — 
Bull and Wallis— Wftterknd and Watto— Bealists and 
NemiBalista — ModabaU and In^weiicra— ore all dted by 
you with equal reelect, and treated as equally ortbodoc 
Tlurreminds me of a passage in one of the Old Sodman 
TnGt% in which the writsr nys-^** Onr <)ppu B aa do indeed 
all go ondnr the oommoD nane of Tntutariaos, bet aie (in 
troth) ft great many several and contrary sects. They all 
caat up thor caps, and cry, 7Vm%, TrinU^ : bat the ideas 
they have of the Trimty, and consequently then- fiutha 
ooBoendng this ^pKten^) mystery, are so many, and so 
uuam ^, that tbeywe less one parly among thoaadves, 
thm the fv mote ItBtned and far gnster number of than 
(I sMftft hereby the Nominal Trinitatiaas) are one jxttj 
with- «!." How, indeed, can vay pxtOBe and aoearate 
idepa-ba tlua sulijaot be expeetsd in those ^» sabacribe tcr 
audi ' inooB&stant «recds as Ae Pseudo-Athananan and 
&e Nioene, and in the same religious service, pn^ess that 
£nth ia ooe God, the Father Almi^ty ; and ahnoet in the 
■use brcatb, address tbeir {»ayers to two other Gods— God 
die Sob, and God the Hd^ Ghost ! 
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I do not wonder that you dislike to be reminded of the 
ever-memorable contest at the end of the 17th century, to 
vhich Mr. Beisham alludes^ in the note above quot^: yet 
the evident irritation under which you exchum, *^ Why am I 
to faie harassed with the e^uabbles of Sbdth and Sherlock ?^ 
does not well accord with the dignity of your station and 
character. The controversy ct whidt you have spoken thus 
contemptuously, was carried on by some of the most 
eminent divines of your church ; by whom it was regjatded 
as of high importance : and by its termination^ the diameter 
of your church was deeply affected; the learned Uniyerayty 
of Oxford, under the unholy influence of political party 
feeling, having sanctioned what can in strictness be rctgaid^d 
as nothing else than an heretical exposition of the doctrine 
of the Trinity- 

* 

While endeavouring - to ralence ^* sectarian rumour, 
idways ready to clfdm upon the slightest pretexts the 
association of. great names,^ (p. 84,) it would have been 
well, if you had been more cautious not to retain those 
which are well known tohavebeoi withdrawn from the 
ranks of orthodoxy. You have quoted with approbation, 
a passage from Archdeacon Blackbume, in which Mr. 
Robert Robinson is spoken of as the author of an unan- 
swered and ummswerable pamphlet, . intitled ' A Plea for 
the Divinity of our Lord Jesus GhriBt.;\ and your veaders 
cannot fail to ccmdude, that this paoiphlet, . to which: you 
more than once refer, st'dl remains unanswered ; and .that 
the author is to be sdU classed amongst the advocates of 
the Trinitarian doctrine. The fact, however is> that his 
work was most completely. refuted by Mr. Lindsey ;— that 
Mr. Robinson relinquished the faith for which he had 
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pkaded, lUQul di^d a, Unitarian. * Dr. Priestley, in the 
seqnpn which he preached on occasion of his death, says o{ 
him% " Notwithstanding his long attachment to the doctdn^ 
(^ the Tri^tyi yet continuing to read and think on fhe 
subject) iy^\ pame at l^gth to change his opinion ; and 
l^ore he died,. he was one of the most zealous Unitai^ans.^ 
HiS;bifC)grapher has asserted that his change was occasioned 
bj a.s^rious perusal of Mi;. Lindsey's Answer to that work, 
-vfhich .Arphdeqcon Blackbume represents ,. as unanswe^ 
able. ....... 

But a. more serious . imputation on this head, aris^ 
from thp, use you have made of the authority of Ihr. 
Whitby,— vhqse words you have cited, (p. 65J in supjxojrt 
of a.dpiBtrine which he afterwards abandoned as iwcrip* 
turaL . \i can hardly be. deemed candid or honourable, 
jref{)ectful to the dead, or just to the living, to produce to 
the worl49 as the opinions of any one^ what he has publicly 
jrenounoed as 'mistakes and errors.V Yet this you have 
done in. the case of this enunently learned and conscientious 
divine; representing him as the advocate of pnndples^ 
frhich it was amoiigst the last labours of his life to prove 
had ^ foundation in the word of God. Candour and 



* Ixi« letter to a Arfend, dated May 7, 1788, two yean befbre he died, 
Jib Minnn flrys, ^ As to penoodi^in God, a Tiini^ of Pciw^ 
tba a^Qft abMud of all nhwiwlitiiiit; and in ray opinioh, a man who bath 
hrooig^t Umidf to believe the popular doctrine of the Trinity, hath done a|[ 
his' work ; for after that there can be nothing hard, nothing inevident ; the 
more imintdUg^ile, the more credible ; and as this senres the purpose of Im- 
ptteUfldth in pntended guides, priests wiU always try to keep it in credit. 
11m Bide.xeadscaqr, if we consider God one; Jesus, the iSSm of God; and the 
Holy Ghost, the ktfmem of God/'— JUiMsOifMaiM Wwlu^ vol. iv. p. 454b 



truth, seem at least to demand,' that whtti presili^ \m 
Comtnentory * into your serrice, you diould hare made 
your readers acquainted with his Trcfai ^pof rtSec-^is * Last 
Thoughts f in which * Short Treatise,' as he himself de- 
clareii, '' he seriously conndered all he had said ito 'hb -Cdm* 
nientary to the contrary^ of the Unitarian sentiments he 
finally adopted, " and fully answered the moit eontdder- , 
able places he liad then produced, for confirmation di the 
doctrines he ih§tt too luzsiibf endeavoured to esUMish.^ If 
*^ sectarian rumour^ is to be sererely reprehended for bring 
*' ready to claim upon the slightest pretexts, the assodiation 
of great names,^ what shall be said of churchmen, who 
rank amongst the advocates of their principles, those who 
avowedly abandoned them as untenable ? If the '< mletice 
of Newton and Locke*** is not to pass for consent io theise 
dodtrmes, which they might have disavowed, i8;tiie open 
and strenuous denial of certain dogmas, not to prevent such 
a man as Whitby from being ^ted in suppc^rt of them? 
What would you, or any other Protestant say rf the 
Roman Catholic writer, who should quDle the immortal 
ChillingDMorth, in defence 6f the infallibility c^ the Hdmish 
Church ? Where is the diflerenee between claintiiig th^ 
isiu^ority of those who never did bekmg to our party^ and 
retaining those who openly deserted it ? 

A^e we to consider it as a compensati<»i for withholding 
Jrosa us RofauisoB aad Whiiby, ^lat you gine.usGagL. 
tieius? <p. 98;) FMd as we are saM to 'be ^ giieat names; 
and little scrupulous in asserting oiu: claims to them, I 



* Here, as in many other places, there is no 8{MBdfie tefereAise. ' -I'th#^ 
fore Dtily iltesume that the Commentary is quoted. ' .<u * 
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assure you, we have too much honesty to make any pre- 
tences to this learned writer. Gagneius was no " disciide 
ct the Sodnian Bchoolj" but an orthodox doctor of the 
Sorbonne.* You fcave been nu^ by the defender <rf 
the Saraed Claadcs ; or, as I suspect, you have misunder- 
stood him ; and the crimination dongned through Gagneius 
fw luckless Unitarians, falls, in fact, on those to whom he 
belonged, and who have been dedared, ex cathedri^ " to be 
mwe near and dear by far," to churchmen, " than 
WMne," (Unitarians) « who affecting to be called tb^ 
Protestant brethren, have no other title to the name of 
Protestants, tJian a Jew or a Pagaa" + 

Leaving you then in the quiet and uuenried iKit&ession 
of tKs orthodox member of the Cathofic diiudi,J I bw 
leave to subscribe myself, 

Aevoend Sir, 

Tf our obedient servant, 

., , , C. WELLBEtpVED. 



• Re died wbcn tbe iwaie of Sodnos wu scenclj known. ■ 

y HooIcj'a Letter to (lie Cl^jnif theOioccseof St. D&iid'«. 

X m* iMRied HxIeAutk, who Wd tbe b!^ aBoet ot pradwr and 
aloHDCT to Pnod* t uid dwne eUor of tbe chutch of fiik, Blackwill colls a 

H loDHJuUf tmpudent" writer. Socrtd Clrujiu, &c p. tf5, edit. VIK 

D% Pi* bu BpAta of hhn wffb mote respect, and at the maom time, «4tb a 
|nUE« tagBd to tnitb : " Cet uiRirkM desca taivs i ta.Miu ct |»nms 
S(a«iii ■> fqutnlian dc pleti, da ^>«dr M S^anatofx. Set extits wnt,foDl 
eoMcfti* 4uilap»vott les l«0|uesi a qn^i noh tin* inidition pliu i^uaiiwdiocre, 
Te^vit Ml et k jivsMiil soUk."— Vwf. BUtlial^ &c, torn, xiv, p. ifls! 
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■* By honour and dishonour, by evfl- report and g6od r^rt^: as'deoeiVeri, 



Reverend Sir, 



.n'i 



' Having noticed, with perhaps more than- saiBcient 
mitiuteneaB) your " lighter skirmishings,^..! now proc^ io 
meet your more serious attacks. 

'* Upon what," you ask, (p. 8,) " do Unitarians sustain 
themselves? Do they wholly disallow the archives of 
B^vdatipn ?^ Such a measure, you apprehend, would be 
too hardy even for that spirit of controversy, to which 
principally (as productive of a kind of polemical dexterity) 
you suppose we owe our protracted existence. Indeed you 
acknowledge, though with a coldness and an apparent 
reluctance, not very creditable, when the excellent character, 
and the valuable services of that distinguished author are 
considered, that ** to 6ne of tfceir school, Dr. Lardner, the 
Christian world is indebted for laborious illustrations of its 
.historical trujhs^'' ^* How then," you ask again, " do they 
sirnnount die mass ai obstacles every page of Scripture, 
eitplained upon correct principles of interpretation j tnust 
ilirow in their way? Alas," you answer, " there are a 
jthou^nd arts of evasion.^ Three or four of the thousand 
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you Uien^ on to specify. With what justice you diarge 
iM» mtk haTing recourse to these, I mil now examine. 

'* In order,^ ybu'say, *^ to ret^n their scrupulous and 
fluctuating. adherents, some deny the plenafy itispiration of. 
the 8ai(^red. oracles; confining even the pardal inspiration, 
which they still graciously dd^gn to tolerate, to a particular 
class of phrases or modes of speech.^ Without stopping 
to inquire how scrupuhus adherents can be retained, by a 
measure which you deem so daring and unwarrantable; or 
to what portions pf the Scripture, the last curious clause in 
this sentence can possibly relate ; or with what propriety 
inspiration can be said to be tolerated; I at once admit, that 
if, by plenary inspiration, you mean an inspiration extend- 
ing to every book now deemed canonical, and to every 
passage of every book, Unitarians must plead guilty to the 
charge of denying it To such inspiration we do not find 
the sacred writei^s laying any daim ; the subjects of many 
of the books of Scripture do not require such a perpetual 
miraculous interference ; the hypothesis that the writers 
were so inspired, has esqposed the <N»cles of truth to number* 
less cavils^, and encumbered the advocates of revelation with 
many needless and perplexing difficulties. On carefully 
'*yiff"V>*"g the bodes of Scripture,' we perceive many things 
which convince us that the precious ^* treasure^ of divine 
revela^on, was ooounitted to ^' earthen vessels ;^ and we 
do not hold ourdelv^ bound to^ honour the vessels with all 
the esteem, with which we regard the tiieasure they contain. 
We most cordially believe, and most gratefully acknowledge, 
that '^ God at sundry times and in divers manners, spake 
in time pait to the fathers by the prophets \" and that ^^ in 
these last days, he hath spoken to us by his Son C^ and we 
receive with profound reverence^ whatever bears the autlio- 
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ritj of His name. We are not so destitute of right reason, 
or of common sense, as to confine inqniatkni to any ^^elasff 
of phrases or modes of speech :^ we extend it to all that 
Moses and the Prophets, Jesus and his Apostles, have 
deliirered as from God. We reoove the booksxif Scripture, 
as authentic records of revelation. The historical bocAs, 
which form so large a portion of the Bible, we regard as a 
faithful representation of facts, on the truth of which we 
may confidently rely. The books of Moses, in pavticulal*, 
we receive as a complete record of the revelations made to 
the patriarchs, and of all that God appointed Moses to 
speak and to do, in respect of the chosen people. The 
books of the Evangelists, in like matins, we veceive, and 
most highly value, as containing the imnd and will of God, 
as made known by his beloved Son, Jesus Christ, o6r 
Lord* The prc^hecies both of the Old and New Testa* 
ment, as to the substance of them, — if not the wordsK--we 
ascribe to immediate inspiration. The devotional and the 
didactic parts of the Old Teeftatiient, we believe to Wve 
been written under the influence of that spirit of fMety and 
wisdom, which was the immediate and natural efibct of that 
knowledge of God and his laws, which had been super* 
naturally communicated to a suceession of holy m^n and 
propheta And as to the epistolary writings -whicb ootu 
stitute so interesting and impcnrtant a pa^ of liie New 
Testiunent, we reverence them, as exhibiting dear and com- 
prehensive views of Christian doctrine; imparted to the 
writa?s either by the personal instruction of our Loid, 
while on earth, eft by occasional intercourse after his asoen* 
sion, or by that spirit which, bdng sent from God^ guided 
the apostles of our Lord into all truth. *^ In thrir vepre* 
mentations of Christian doctrine, and in their directions as 
iQ Chrii^an duty,^ we hold that << the apostles are to be 
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ngofded 18 dhe umbcfiBadors of Cfariist, «id the onides 
of God; and, therefaic^ as toon m any book is as* 
oertained to have been written by an apostie) its fiviaa 
authority 9 as to faith and practice, becomes unquestionable.^ 
(Cairpenier*s Mefiff to Magee^ jp. 82.) Such are the .opi- 
nions of Unitarians in general, ca the sdbjecit of the 
inqpuarioB of the Scriptures^ and such the respeet which 
is paid fay them to the reeords of divine imth ; and to 
these opinions no reasonable objection, X siaintain, can 
be urged. It is true, that we do not thiink the saared 
historians ore in every bstaace perfectly cofereel ;. beoause 
we find discrepancies ia their relations of the same evesAs^ 
but these do not at all impair, but on theoontiary^ incsease 
ouroonfidenDein4hc|r genaml veracity. It k true,, that 
we oannot alwaya assent to die leasdnii^ of an apostle, oir 
ta>hb appHcation of the tmrieitt pixyhecies; bt|t we distant 
guisb bete e m the argument and the > dootriaes whidh it Is 
designed to gBQommcnd and en&roe. The- ai^;ttQient >ee 
may iometimesdeem <^ incondushie^^ but wet never dettbt 
that the doctrine is from heavm. You say that ^' it is idi^ 
te piofesB tespeot for the Scriptut^, when we- 4refnse them 
for iJie purposes for wUch they were aivtywedly given^ ^as 
the rule of both' faith and practice; or, w4ien bypsMnl 
eieeptiona and petty hyper-oriticAsiBs, webrbgtheur general 
Midiori^ into question.^ Tme, Sir, it woutd lie idle, and 
worse than idle, to act thus; but we deny that such conduct 
is justly imputed to us. The general authority of the 
Scriptures, we are as anxious as you can be^ to eat^slish. 
It is only in cases of comparatively little moment, not at all 
affecting the great and leading jwinqples of the sacred 
writings, that we question thdr authority. As a complete rale 
of faith and practice we deriie to take them ; to no other rule 
do we ever appeal ; and I will venture to assert, that in no 
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one instance,: does ourxejcction of flieir plenary inspimtiom 
lead to the ' rqection of any Scripture i doctrine,, or any* 
Seripture' precept . . • 

In ouTi views.on the sulgect of plenary inspiration, we 
differ little, if at all, from many illustrious writers, wfaoitt 
you wouldf hardly venture to brand as '^schismatics' and 
scioligts ;^ such as Erasmus, Orotius, Castalio^ Le Clerc, 
and even your own Paley, Powell, and Burnet I shall 
have occasion, in. the course of this letter, to dte passages 
6nmk two or three of these ; at present, therefore, I shall 
only iidd, that I silppose every one is acquainted wilJi the 
' Five Letters^ on this subject, extracted from the celebrated 
wods, entitled ^ Sentimens de quelques.TheDlogien8.de 
HoUande,^ rightly attributed tb Le Clerc; and not refuted 
by the very learned and eminent Prebendary Lowth.* 
Another treatise on this subject, unhappily iwperfiect, ia 
not so generally known ; to which, however, you cannot be 
a-stcanger.. r I mean a fragmtot of an imp6r|ant:)w<»k, lae^ 
gim by Castalio^ entitled ^ De arte dubitandi et c&i^iewUt 
ignorcmdi et ^ckndi, f , and puUished bjr Wetstein,. in Jhis 
tceattse ^ De Jnkrpretaikme Kovi Testenmenti^ near, th^ end 
of the second: VjQlqme of his edition of the Gjr^k Testa- 
inent Fermit'tne to recommend to youare^rusal of this 
invaluable pece, undei: the full persuasion tbatut will lead 



* A Vindication of {he Divine AtUhority, and Inspiration of the Wriiingsof 
the Old and New Tettat/tdM, in. answer, S[d. ^c, 

-j* The ars'conjitendi is pretty generally practised ; but how few know any 
thtng'Of the tfff dubUand»! ''The title itself,*' 8ay» the exceUent Lindstiy, 
•* has more in it to be learned than you>find in many large'bdoks ; for it is 00 
ordinary attainment to knpw when to doubt, and when to be a^suredt .and 
when to be ignorant. The greater part jiever own their doubting, or being 
ignorant of any thing.**— Fi»<2. Priesikiana, p. 133. 
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you to put a more favonrable, and, at the same time, a faireir 
coBstruedon cm the sentiments of Unitarians respecting 
kupiiatioii ; and to abstain, in future, from charging them 
with practifflng. ^^arts of evaaoh,^ in avowing princi[des 
held by them in commoi^ with some of the most illustrious 
members of the refcwmed ehurches. 

You go on to say, (p. 9,) *^ Should these,^ (v^. the 
phrases' ormodes of speech to which Unitarians confine 
]]i8piratioi& ; but what these are, I cannot imagine,) *^ unfor- 
tunately for th^ flimsy theory, occasionally prove intract- 
able, they have the convenient resources of conjectnisl 
criticism at command; they can punctuate, they can 
transpose, they can obliterate — in c^tain cases, avowedly 
without the authority of one angle manuscript, or one 
solitary version ; though by what is, nevertheless, deemed 
a most bqipy and indisputable emendataon P It is in- 
deed very true, that in commcm with other aitics, we 
**have the resources of conjectural cHtidsm at command,^ 
and you will not deny, that in certain circumstances, and 
under proper regulations, these resources maybe legitir-. 
mately. employed^ If it were not sp^ would your own 
Seeker, Newoomej and Lowth, have . app^ed to* them, as 
they have doile, in the Old, * or MarUand and Michaelis 
in the New Testament ? f Conjectural crificism is, I ac- 



* It muBt iadee4 be grated, that on several accounts, conjectural critf- 
ciam may be more readily tolerated in the Jewish, than in the Christian 
Scriptuxee- 

f See M( my m * $ Cmtjeaurei^ and JlfkAo^V JfOroiueiiim to the New Te9- 
iamadt chap* z« sect iv. 

It is true, that these eminent critics have not ventured to sutKtitutie their 
conjectures for the readings in the received teit ; yet the porinciples on which 
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knowkdge, a desperate remedy, and v«ry liable lo be 
dbused* It is the very last resouroe to wluch a iudieiouB 
critic will apply^ and where it a^ets any doctnndi questioa^ 
he will eautioudy refndn from apfdying to it al alL Prove 
any Unitarian critic to have abused this resouroe, or to have 
availed himself of it, in endesvoiaing to establish his doo- 
trine, and inflict upon him the punishment he justly de- 
aerves. <^— It must also be granted, not only that we can, 
but that we do punctuate ; and you surely cssmot mean to 
inanuate that this is an illegitimate aid in the interpretatiuon 
of ancient writings. Who has more freely, or with greater 
and better effect, changed the common ptmctuation of tile 



JkficlttelU lias argued ia sect, il of hia lOtb diap. would nstuniUy lead U> 
He acluiowledges, indeed, that « -there are gome few passages in the New Tes- 
tament, loci affeqti^ in which we have been hitherto able to derive no assistance, 
either from manuseritits, fkthan, or versiuns ; and which demand, thereibre. 
Ilia aid of ariticat eoajeoture^** And he InataneevBoiii, viix. fi^ vMkh^ be iayii» 
te canvit read wkbout wgpm^g thfti thp apostle* wro^ fm^ag vfKt «yfti{4<4v 
KM m; S>M(f Wgmng precisely such reasons as have been given fgx rt^- 
ing Sh 6, instead of o wv,, in Rom. ixi 5. . But there is,, in truth, oo necessity 
for altering the readbg in either case ; and in both cases it would be equally 
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* This cannot B6 proved, at lea^ with Vespact to 'Unitarians 
ef meten tftneft' Saw any «rtfaod0x crities aver expreised Ulamadwes 
m this «uloe(A move ttnoo^ than the Editers of the bopyoved Version, 
ag^Unat whom all these changu are leveUed? ** AtteniptB,^ «iy they, •• have 
been made to correct the received text by critical conjecture. This is a 
remedy which ought never to b» -applied but with the utmost caution, 
especially as we are furnished with so many helps for correcting the text from 
manuscripts, verrions, and ecclesiastical writers* This caution is doubly neces- 
sary, where the proposed emendation affects a text which is of great importance 
in theol<^gical controversy, as the judgment of the critic will naturally be biassed 
in Ihvoiir of faia own optnions» It oa^xt, perhaps, to be laid ^town aaa g^eral 
rule^' that the received text is in no case to be altered by ciltieal, or, at least, bf 
theological conjecture, how ingenious and plausible soever/'-^p-See Introd. to 
Img^ Vert. p. xvij. ilb edit,««^o this rule the Editors have scrupulously 
adhered* 
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text' of the Nev Tefltament, tfian yeur <mn Markland?* 
Even Horsley, who has censured the conjectures ol New. 
cone^ has not ^mppt&ieA ei punctuating, nw abstuned 
fiwB H. Are the points also to be deemed insfMredP Call 
in queatioB our judgment, if ^ou please ; but do not deny 
us the ri^t, that all other critics and InteipreteTs of Scrip, 
tore enjoy, -f^— " Th^ coo transpose." In Haa there is no 
riolation of any eanon c^ critidsm ; nor any Hang contrary 
to the pmotice d! the bert and most cautious critics. New. 
come, and LoVth, and Blayney, and Stodc, and Michaelis, 
■nd Gricsbach, with many others cf the greatest name, 
hare all transposed ; and, by so doing, have removed many 
£fficii]tie% and illustrated seven! obscure passaged of 
Scripture. Do not make tfiat criminal in us, which in 
others, is at least innocent, if not pnuseworthy.— The charge 
flf obfiterating, without any external authority, is of a more 
lerious character. That there may arise amongst ns occa- 



■ See BMiye^ CMJftMm, jc. featiiaj~'TtK tanned prtntm joMj otF. 
MfM, In t^ [Xifadti »«nlhtnB,dWkwiJVbaM«MMil*MtaMnw«ncriti- 
d« thai in docUiat." ^t aUo dua, u«oi« other mOtonika, GtMm, w' 
Unt xb. 60. — *■ Cum veterea lifarot tint distiactisnitiui tan tolttae cotutet, 
Mqdtur, poslea ex detcribenliiun Judida addilw ; quale et nunc de Blis ju> 
dktan Ubcnim eoN debet" 

■f- In ■ BOH, (p. A5,) we n« wl l ni e J to tb« Inte Bp^ MidffleUn's wtnl on 
acGraEkntidc,tnK>BieBeBen]iemnkianpuiMttittion. loiuMlliaveMtt' 
blothecxamlMtlDnofOKai; bat 1 do not betf tite ta i^, nid I Mold cmQT 
A port, tlM7 an *er7 inoamct. He tilki of not MtUt 
. iMtddhamMotbtag^oMtMl^ltat 
ywbom, wMibe ponelnrn t iwi of the teeetred lest iMahMMd? 
Dmi It tot oa nj bettn ■mhorltiev, or b it in * pnni' stMeUiMi AereeelTCd 
tnttadTF Aiidtbeirt^tortbaeuithinfClea,aadthetrueititaaf tfaaltext, 
fte Jucbdcacaa of ClevaiuUt hu im to Inm. I«t thoK who hare, read Ae 
AokBOOMtw of GiieriKch wttb lh« ■Uention tbe; deierve. 
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monallyy seme whose temerity appals their (n^ads, while it 
provokes the indignation of their adverBaries, is unquestion* 
able. But, for such boldness, Unitarianism itself i^ not 
answerable. I shall hereafter produce a distinguished 
member of your own church, who could obliterate, without 
the sanction of either MSS. or versions. In page $5, you 
particularly refer to the '^ garbling^ of Mr. Evanson, whose 
** mangling and mutilation^^ of the New Testament, was as 
ofPensive to the Unitarians in general, as to more orthodox 
believers. It cannot, surely, be unknown to you, that he 
was strenuously and successfully opposed by Dr. Priestley 
hinoself, whose work has obtained merited praise from a 
Bampton lecturer.* I will venture to say, that with the 
exception of Mr. Evanson and his school, which is by no 
means large. Unitarian critics are as Averse to emendations 
of the text, and obliteration, altogether unsanctioned by 
external authority, as those of any other sect. 

\ 
You proceed in your work of crimination : " They can 

misquote the early Fathers, and other andent authorities ; 
they can mis-arepresait, or garble, the statement of their ad- 
versaries ; they can qualify, and accommodate, their own : 
struggling, by all these various processes, to make the im- 



* The Bev. T. Falooner, who, at the same time that he acknowledges the 
merit of Ds. Priestley's Answer to Evanson, and his own obligations to hiia, 
bean his reluctant testimony to the disgraceful bigotry of the learned body to 
which he belongs. |n a note, (p^ vii.) he says, ** To guard against misrepie- 
aeatatiop* I wish to observe, that my discoHTses comprise a much smaller extent 
ofinquiry than Dr. Priestley's Letter, which contains a large proportion ' of 
' very admirable argument ; and if J should not have my meaning distorted by a 
calamnious gang of local inquisitors and famUiais^ I would say, that what I 
have done may be coosidend as supplementary to the orthodox parts of D& 
Priestley*s Reply. 
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waij belierc!, that an the ediiveiitiele alone the unpoHu^d 
doctzmes of Chri&taanity are i6 be found.*" Is it yneaodid 
to suppose^ that fay using thie tenn conventicle^ you intetdded 
to msuk us ?. or will you plead) aft^ the exandple of the 
Archd^aoen of St Albans, ivhoae spirit, as well aa whose 
language, yo6 too successfully imitate^ that it is. a mere 
archaism of your style.* Considering the state :ki which 
Unitarians are now placed by the legislature of their coun- 
try, I cannot but deem it an offence ag9.inst both^truth^and 
good manners, to charge them with holding unlawful le^- 
gious assemblies. This, however, is 4 light inattesr,; in 
comparii^on of the rest of this opprobrious pas^ag^,. .whjpb 
does not merely " involve an apparent incivility," (b^! SS,) 
but represents us as perscms devoid of integrity ; as writers, 
on whose fidelity no reUance is to be placed ; who deUbe^ 
ratdy sacnfice truth and gpod conscience to serve -. party 
purposes I fearlessly affirm, that you a^npot substantiate 
these severe accusations. "^Ve pl^ad no exemptioi^ from 
error. .We may, in some inst^ces, have misunderstood 
ancient authorities; and, through inadvertency, have mis^ 
qpoled andent writings ; but we scorn all artful and disin. 
genuous means, either of opposition or defence. In learning, 
we nwy be inferior to those who unjustly monopolize the 
highest advantages for a learned education ; but in the love 
of truth and candour, we will yield to none. I wish to 
appear as the defender, rather than the panegyrist of the 
advocates of Unitarianism ; but I cannot refrain, on this 
occasion, from declaring, that so far as I am acquainted 
with their writings^ none evince a higher tone of moral 
feeling — ^none are more fair- and ingenuous than they. 



See MMeyU Tr^eti in dmtmeny «i/A JDr, PrktUey, p. flS8. 
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^*Qoi cdrpit lAores labe cftnere decet^ If I wete dispcmeA 
to iiecriiniiiate, I should not have to look fiff for nutter of 
rectfaunaitioD. I know not of any Unitarian wrber wli» 
need to dirink from a comparison on the pobts of aoeuriicj 
and ftuniess of quotation from an adyersary^s work, vilb 
Waleiland, Horaley, Magee, or ev&i the Archdeioon of 
Clevelaiid. 



** Pinally,* you add, ^ as a portion of the pure gold 
Mill still remdin in spite of all their efforts, they endearour 
to huddle it tip under strained analogies, and vioiettt or 
inedtigrUous metaphors." To huddle up gold under violent 
and itieongruoug metaphors, is a metaphor so violent and 
incongruous, that it is by no means easy clearly to compre- 
hend its meaning. Perhaps, however, you intend to sdy, 
what has been often more plainly, but yet not truly said*, 
that in order to evade the force of passages of Scripture 
dted against us, we refuse to understand them literally, and 
h^ve fecourse to a figurative interpretation. This, at least; 
yotxr quotations from Blackbume and Hales seem to 
Suggest The judgment of Arch^aoon' Blackbttme, I am 
generally disposed to treat with great respect ; but in tfai« 
instance, I require a more particular statement of the ground 
on which it was^ formed ; especially, as die msbtim of your 
second authority, the ever-memorable John Halesj is n6 
other than that which Dr. Priestley adopted. Dr. Honlejr 
faad said, that ^^ the Unitarians pretend not that tijidor doci. 
trine is to be found in the plain, literal sense of holy writ ? 
on the contrary, tiiey take the greatest pains to exjdbin 
avp^ay the literal meaning* To which Dr. P. ref^ed, " If 
you had really read any Unitarian treatise at all, you must 
have known that this representation is the reverse of the 
fact. > We Unitarians certainly pretend at leaist, whether 
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judge*' as to the truth of what I assert, irhea I Bay, as. I 
coa&dmitiy do, that we have recourse to a figurative sense 
of passages in no instances,, which that idiran does not folly 
warrant. It is a ringular drcmnstanoe that the cfaargcydu 
advance agiEunat Unitarians, is the t^ reverse of that 
which was anciently hrought against them. For '* the. 
OFtbodbx, even aft^ the countnl of Nice, complained of th^ 
advantage wluch the Uutarians had in iq>pealing to the 
literal aense of the Scriptures. * If,'* aays Gregory Nyssen, 
* a. man rests in the bare letter, so far he judwiaes'' (i,e. is a 
Unituian) ' in ojnnion, and has not learned that a 
Christian is not the diaciple of the letter, but of the spirit ; 
{or the letter killeth, but the spirit pveth liie.' " f Nor 
axe the members of' the Established Church exempt. from 
the very charge allied against Unitarians : it is triinth 
phantly advanced by the advocates of the Church of Rome ( 
and unless they admit -its justice, they must abandon' 
die ground on which they i^ect the doctrine of Transub- 
itaatiation. \ Indeed, Sir, you must know that the 

* L Mm to Dr. UttOqf, pwt U. p. 146 1 or, ir«rib, vid. niil. p. SSS. 
t PtU^, au, p. 150, or Ik HO— f Ll-gaTl'4 Tradt, p. 311, &c. 



unqualified ftccusfttion you \mtig against us^ o^ having 
reooune to figurative interpretatipn, is akogeUier frivolous; 
adapted indeed to exdte a prejodioe against us in the minds 
of those who are Hot conversant with such subjects, and 
▼ho are easily infiyenoed by high-sounding ^nd confident 
assertions^ but unsupported by just principtes of interpre- 
tation. You require riot the authority rf Bp. Mardb to 
convince you that " the Hebrew language k htgMt/ 
figucative, as veil in the prophetical as in the poetic^ p££rt» 
of the Oid Testament, &c.; that the apeechea aiid dis- 
ccmcses of our Saviour are not U$s figurative : and^ that 
numerous mistakes have been made by a literal applieatlon 
of . what was j%t<ratf ve2y meant^* You will, wiA him,' 
cominfflad the Church of Ei^an^ finr having", • ^< witfi due 
attention to that fffurdtive styk, so J^eguentfy employed 
by our Saviour on other oecadons, interpyeted^ t^memom-^ 
Ue wiorda at the last Supp^, ^^by the rfde»<^ analogy^ and 
by the dilates of common sense."^ Do not then hold us up 
^to the scorn i oif the indignatioiv <rf yoiur clergy, fyr exer- 
ciong the same atte^tioii to the t^l^ of the saered writ^r^,' 
md inteBpretiiog ^jheiir words by the same rules and dife-' 
tatesi, 

.. Yoq proceed, (p. 9, 1^) " jfiven Inecmclusive ai^umen. 
tation, fs well as inaccurate language, is by some of Aeh 
a^tiljos, charged upon what they yet, howeves, vouchsafe to 
(}eQominate '. the Word oi God :' the opinions of reason am 
edited beyond the affirmaiioi^s of Scripture,, and everyone ia 
invited to. be wise above Who^U wrUtrnT Thtiili^tw 
accusa^on you frequently, pi^efer against us. We are smi 
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** to wveift the Scriptures to our owri destruction ; to explode 
teaet8f merdy because they are the deep things of God ; to 
rrject Scriptures, because they preach the doctrine of the 
atonement too plainly, to be endured by modem rationaiistf^, 
&C. hc'^ Such general and unsubstantiated charges, can 
be met only by a positive denial ; and, I hesitate not to 
assert that diey are altogether groundless. I defy any one 
to prove that it is our practice to exalt reason above the 
affirmations of Scripture. By no one are we invited, if we 
weee, I am persuaded we should not obey the invitation to 
be wiae abme what is written. The Bible, and the Bible 
alone^ is the standard to which we appeal ; and it is not on 
U8 that your censure (p. 10) falls, of making it ^ descend 
to play the psrt of a subordmate documeAt,^ but on those 
who dare not trust it in the hands of the people, unacooni- 
paiued by a Chmn^h prayer-book and a Church catechism ; 
Mui who, jGor the ranple confession of faith required 
by Jesus Christ and bis Apostles, substitute thiarty-nine 
artidts^ some of them of a most perplexinjg and mcompn^ 
heaaible nature, established by an Act of Parliament. I adopt 
the comnoB language of Unitarians when I say, C(»ivince 
U8 that any tenet is authorized by the Bible, from that 
mon^t we receive it. Prove any doctrine to be a doctrine 
of dhrist, emanating from that wisdom which was from 
abovC) and we take it for our own, and no power on earth 
shall wrest it from us. * They are not the doctrines of 



• M No 0ml«ten diat I know, or bare imd of, did ever object to any part 
adtftnswv<l1fao» baeaiiiB It was b^ond hit compreboMloii. Let me know 
bm dHody* that God has signiflad his mind and will ; and Ulan let the subject 
be ever so unftthamaUe by me, I will receive and believe it ; because no better 
■ laann can poaiibly be given for any thing, than that God hath said it.**— 
XMMf V Sjmh ofEMmmU Ma, Prtf. ^ xiiv. 



Scripture that we reject on the ground of. their being un<» 
reasonable, but the doctrines which are contained in ^nd-* 
scriptural articles, creeds, and confessions. , It is in these 
alone that we perceive any thing that requires ^^ the pros- 
tration of the understanding i"*^ the words of Christ and his 
Apostles appear to us, if ^* explained upon correct principles 
of interpretation,^ to be perfectly intelligible, and consonant 
with the dictates of right reason. Here again yon take for 
granted, the very matter in debate between us. You 
assume that the doctrines which your Church deduces from 
the Seriptures, are indeed the doctrines they contsun ; and 
since we cannot recdive these doctrines, both because they 
do not appear to us the doctrines of revelation, and pie^ .in 
several instances, incomprehensible, you diarge us with 
being wise above what is written, and with exalting reason 
above the word of Grod. Tq the Bible we appeal, and by 
the Bible we will stand : not attempting to make it ^^ de- 
scend to play the part of a subordinate document, to be 
taken up or thrown aside at pleasure,^ nor wishing that it 
should ^^ assimilate its hues to the arbitrary oplourings of 
any system^ of ours ; but anxious to learn, desirous to re- 
ceive, and resolved to maintain ^^ through evil as well as 
good report,^ whatever it enjoins us to believe. 

** Even inconclusive argumentationy*^ you observe, ** a$ 
well as inaccurate language, is, by some of their apostles, 
charged upon what they yet, however, vouchsafe to de- 
nominate * the word of God/ "^ The boldest of our 
apostles, I am confident, will be found to charge no such 
imperfections on what they really consider to be the word 
of Grod ; but limiting, as I have before remarked, the extent 
of inspiration, and that for reasons which will n6t be easily 
disproved, they hold themselves at liberty to judge of the 
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argumentation and the language of the sa<a^ writCTs, 
when not under the immediate influence of inspiration, with 
the aame freedom that they would use in the case of any 
other authors. I will not undertake to defend every ex- 
presfdon that' " some of our apostles" may have employed 
in reference to tliis subject ; hut the principle on which 
they have proceeded, may be fully justified by reason, 
and is not without the sanction of what you will, no doubt, 
' aUow to be high authority. Very distinguished writers of 
your own church, have admitted the principle, but have 
had the prudence to apply it in terms of greater caution. 
What says Bp. fiumet in bis Expoation of the.^th 
Article ? " When divine writers argue upon any point, 
we are always hound to believe the concludons that their 
FetLSonings end in, as parts of divine revelaUon : But we 
are not bound to be able to make out, or even to assent 
to all the jn^mises made use of by fhem in their whols 
extent; unless it appears plainly that they affirm the 
premises as expressly as they do the concluaons proved by 
them.^ What ia this but an acknowledgment that the 
aacred writers 8c«ietimes argue incotKlusively ? Dr. Fowel, 
formerly Master of St. John^s College, ohsrares that ** the 
wisdom contained in the £|ustles of Paul, was given him 
from above, and very probably the style and comporition 
were his own." — ^Again, " of whatever kind the language 
be, it probably had no other source than the natural 
abiUties of the writers. .The form and character o{ St. 
Paul''s Epistles we shall Bpd to hav^tbeen derived fix>in 
the nrcumstances ot his early life." And again, " It has 
been sud that the Holy Spirit su^ested not only the 
reli^ous wisd<Hn, but every sentence and word wbidi the 
tacred writers dehvered : this can never be proved. And 
could it be proved that the Holy Scriptures were thus dic- 
e3 
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Uted, it dq^ not appear that any important conclusions 
would be deducible 'from it. That which is important is 
also clear : whateyer be thought of the colouring, the sub- 
stance of these writings was from heaven.*"-^— «9^niiofi«, No. 
XV. The late Dr« Paley, whom you will not allow to have 
been of us, states it as a necessary caution, '* that in reading 
t)^ apostolic writings, we distinguish between their doctrines 
and their arguments. Their doctrines came to them by 
revelation, properly so called ; yet, in propounding these 
doctrines, they were wont to illustrate, support, and enforce 
them by such analogies, arguments, and considerations, as 
their own thoughts suggested. The doctrine itself must be 
received ; but is it necessary, in order to defhid Christi- 
anity, to defend the propriety of every comparison, or the 
validity of every argument, which the apostle has brought 
into the discussion ?'^'^Evid. qfChristiofnity^ vd.ii.p.808.— 
We answer, certainly not : and these are the principles, and 
no other, that we avow. And on these very princijdes we say, 
iu the language of one of those whom you sneeringly call *^our 
apostles,^ '^ There is no reason to believe that the apostle 
(Paul) was inspired to write a certain numberof Epistles, and 
no nK»e, or that he was prompted by immediate divine sug- 
gestion to write every, or aiiy one of the Ejnstks which are 
now extant : he puts in no claim to in3piration in his reason- 
ings, in his illustrations,, in his narratives of fact, in his 
typcal and figurative arguments from the Old Testament, 
in his applicaticm of Scripture language, in his interpretation 
of the Sacred Writlags, in his approfMiation of Jewish pro- 
pbecy i In all these caseS) . the apostle speaks and writes as 
any other person of similar abilities and information would 
in similar circumstances, with nmilar habits and preposses- 
sions : and his writings are to be examined, discussed, and 
' discriminatedi, like those of any other author ; with the same 



65 

freedoMi $»d the featne candour.'^ — Bebhdtm'i EpisOet ^ 
Paul^ Sffx Prel. Etis. sect. ii. 

On this, as indeed on almost ^wery other subject oon- 
nected with Ukiitariaiusixi) we have l^uffered much from th^ 
misconception cS our adversaries, but Aidre, 1 feai-, from 
their misrepresehtations4 It must be owned taA lamented 
that some of out most distinguished writers ^^ have occft- 
nonally given to their opinions, which yet %itt bear the 
most rigid examination, a form that uhhecessaHly rendeni 
them obnoxifms and repulsive;* but let that form be 
diligently and impartially scrutinized, and it will wear a 
more favourable appearance.^ Let the passages which ai^ 
cited from Unitarian writers^ be carefidly exandned, n'otaS 
they are cited by their opponents, disjoined from thehr 
Mntext, mutilated,' curtailed, ihisinterpr^ted, paraphhtsed^ 
and in eveiy posmble way <iistorted, but in the #orks td 
which they bdong^ and in th^ir proper form and connexion ; 
and that, wfaidi under the management of a Horsley oir a 
Magee, is made to excite unG[ualified disapprobation, will 
be often regarded as free from blame, if not founded rix 
truth ; as consistent with a profoimd revereii^ for what- 
ever bears the authority ot ^bk name of God, though at 
variance widi what may be esteemed, by some, the doctrines 
of TCvelation. It is possible, by the dkilftil use Of an 
obnoxious phrtue in tfie writttig« of an adversary, to expose 



* Carpemiet^t Meply io Magee^ p. 286. — ^I must be permittkd again to re^ 
to Uiit able work, wb^* notwiUmtanding the contempt in wbich it is beld by 
the Aidideeoon of Cleveland, as ft '* nauseating crambe recocta,** contains « 
full and satisfactory vindication of Dr. Priestley and Mr. Belsbam fyom tbe 
socuttens wbich he has retailed from the calumniating Abp. of Dublin ; and 
tf^Ueb there lit delectable spictiikcn in fkilf note f . 
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1^ .to suspicioii and to censiiTe, by no taetaaa aieiited* 
When Unitarians are represented as charging upon the 
sacred writers '^ inconclusive argumentation,^ it is generally, 
and no doubt, intended to be understood, that, they do this, 
ia order to evad^ the coni^uen^s of that argumentation, 
and to get rid of idnpalatable doctrines. But this is. very 
far from being the fact, I am not aware that any doctrine, 
usually deemed essentiali is rejected by us on this ground* 
If we at a^y time dispute the propriety of the application 
pf the ancient prophecies, whether by Jesus himself or his 
disciples, we yet admit, without hesitation, that he was the 
promi^d Messiah ; the Son of David, and the Son of God« 
Though we may not be able to see the legitimacy and the 
force of all the arguments adduced by Paul in his £pistlei$ 
to the itomans and to the Galatians^ we have no doubt as 
^ jthe doctrines he labours to establish ; we firmly believe 
that it was i^ the counsels of Diving Providence, from all 
eternity, to make the Grentiles partakers in the privileges oi 
the Messiah^s kingdom, and that justification, was not to be 
pbtained by the works of the law, but by faith in Christ, 
'yiT^ receive all the doctrines advanced by the writer of the 
Epi«tle to the Hebrews, although we may think that he 
]|as ftometimesf ^pdeavoured to establish those doctrines by 
overstr^ned analogies, and upon mere Jewish principles. 
If we ^j^ct jonany opinions, which others embrace as scrips 
turalf it is not bepaiisf^ the sacred writers have e^deavoux^ 
to prove them by *^ inconclusive argumentation,^ but be- 
cause they dp not appear to us' to have maintained them 
fU^all. 

Though the charges which I have thus endeavoured to 
repel, appear to be dealt out against Unitarian writers 
^nerally, they were, for tjie most part, probably ^ designed 
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to be^kvellsd at qpe particular work, whkh.is thought toibe^ 
and oertaii^y. is,? ia good repute amongst ul5. For, having 
gape thrpngh th^mj yoa obserye, (page 10,) ^^ I speak to 
those who lusiderstoid what I say : nor am I aw«r^ that I 
have adyanoed a single: i^ta of crimination, which loannot 
speofici^Uy maintain by. qitationp from, what has -beenf 
totastiQally ^ntitl^i the f liipproyed . Y erbion of the New 
Testament,!;if the oceasioik permitted' me to g0 /mto the, 
easy detail.'" < I h^irtily wish the occa^n had permit^ted it ; 
fs it WQuld have afforded me a bett^ opportunity of . vindi- 
eating that calumniated work : and easy as the detail might 
haye been» ,the confutation of any charges that might be 
brought against it, would be. far easier. . In your notes, you 
have in part suppHed the deficiency in the Charge ; and to 
diese I wHi now attend. Biit first permit me to ask,.^ in 
what Feqpect the title ia fanioHical 9 Is th^' autfunized 
English version so perffict, that whatever professes Xo be an 
improvement of it, must be pronouneed fantastieal? Wky 
then, did the late Professor Symonds collect with so much 
painS) the nuitierous passages in that vered6n which reqpiire 
tobe-i^meixded ? Why did the Veherable Primate of Ire-r 
laqd deivote bis great bibUcal learning, his talents, aad 
industry to. the .aocoinpliahmeDt of a New Triinslatlon?: 
Ify instead of ^ An Attempt towardrevisingan English Trans* 
lation of the Greek Scriptures^^ he had iiititlkl hisexedknt 
work} ^ An Improved Version, Ssa*^ I cannot think you would 
have condemned that title as fantaatica]. Much, less, thei^j 
flhould this condemnation fall on tlie work of the Unitariaii 
Editors, which is, in .many respeqts, an improvement of the 
Primate V I diink I m$y. assert, without justly e^cporii^my^^ 
telf to the ebai^ of presumption^ that I ani bcftter acquaints 
ed^with this Improved yerdon than yourself; whoy aafar as. 
I cai| j)k(t^^:k]|ow little:Or nothiqg of it^ but what you have 
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•(riled^ ttfcmk th6 pages of Laurencei Nftrei^ lliigee» and 
lUtmel ; and I hesitate not to pronounce il a reid ahcl a 
nmnifcst; imptov^ment i^n the audiotized veiidotti I taa 
not bfixid tM> its faultd ; I am not umtriUing to acknowledge 
duft it is capable of emendation | I regret^ thai by follow- 
ing the Archbishop, it has often needlessly departed from 
the simplicity of die translation in commdn use : but, when T 
OMsoder that it rspf es^nts a mxidk pufer otiginal text fliaa 
kihg Jame6*8 tranalat<M could have had before them ; 
whcsi I pereeive in how many instances it has iUustrated 
what tiiey left in obteurity, how successfully it* has endea- 
voured to remove th6 an>biguitieS| the solecisms, and fh^ 
obsolete expressions, which every candid mtic will- own to 
be deformities in the authomed vet^ion, it bcddly n&aintain, 
that ihe Editors are the just subjects, nM of edisore, but 
bfpraiad^ The dtle they have adopted, nhajr appeal* td 
soiaB not quit^ eo modest as might hiive been denied, bui 
no one has a right to call itjfbiitoA?*^. 

I now turn to the aocosations advanced agamst this 
verdoti in your notea. " It ^eu out,? you toy, (p. 47,)*' iAth 
^.most dishonest tideipage^ profesfibg to be '-on the plaft o!^ 
Ae hie Jbp. Newcome^ (torn who^ h yet, in almost every 
pi^e^ widely deriates, by A Society for promoting Christian 
KiMrarledge ! thud attempting to impose updn tJi^ unwary, 
tihe authofity at once of a h%h Dignitary of the Ectoblished 
Church, and of ihe Venoteble Sodety, whi^ haa no#, ftit 
ttearly a century and a half, beeii exelusively designated by 
that pardctdar tide."^ That the Improved vets^ demtes in 
ahncat every page fi^om the Arthbidh^s, will be alld#ed | 
but^ that it Kridely deviaie&fi^om it, n^ W aft^mion i«^di yo«( 
asns not authorised to make: and I am inclined to h6p6^ 
that ym would not hav^ made it^ had you» instead of 
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irastiiig to repreeehtatiotis of others^ «oi»]iared tot y^Mt* 
ttlf die two Tersioiis, or even retd that Review, by alltoitft- 
riaa writer, to the testimony of which you teler. Dr. 
Carpenter, whom you rightly naine as the aiitboi' dT that 
Review, has indeed fariiidied Dr. Nares With thefatt, whidi 
you might otherwise not have knowi), that in the first edi- 
lion oi the Improved Version, there wet^ many deviations 
from NewcomeV translation; but he has be^ far ffom 
wammdng you to assert, that these deviations were gene- 
rally of any impcnrtance. When censuring the Editors of 
the ItnprovedVersion, for using the natiie dTlJhe ArcWbidio^, 
in Older to misl^ the unwary, you ought to have b^n 
particularly careful not to expose yourself to a similar 
censure, by a disingenuous use of the name d? a TTnitarlan 
ren^w4 The note upon the note, in p^ 07, in certainly 
calculated, wiiatever may have been its dedign, to midlead 

' your readers, by making them fodieve that the whole of 

your assertion is supported by the auAorityof Dr. Car- 
penter. I will endeavour to cGisabuse them, by citing his 
words on this subject. ** We find,* say« Dr. C. *t fi^m the 
Introduction, § i.'* (Monik Rep, iv. p. 216,) <* that the com- 
mittee assumed as a jttinciple, < That no alteration should be 
made in the Primate^s translation, but where it appeared 
to be necessary to the correction of error, or inaccuracy in 
the text, the language, the construction, or ibe sense.^ We 
do not know whether our readers will fed any surprise, 
when we inform them, that the number of the alterations 

S actually made, amounts to about seven hundred and fiflty. 

Many of these are in cases o^ f^quent occurrence, such as 
Uacher tc3it f hosiery N.; Hosamia for Save now^ N. &c. 
A large proportion of the alteratbns arise flrom employing 
Newcomers marginal rendering, or one proposed in his 
notes, mstead of that in his text ; and several from the 
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changes made in Griesbacb^g second edition. At a random 
calculation, these may reduce the number to about four 
hundred independent alterations. Our readers will not 
expect that we should examine the whole of these separately. 
In our estimation, the Editors havei in ^neral, been very 
successful in improving upon their basis; and /we cannot 
therefore hesitatte in saying, that the Improved Version is» 
Ipj; fyr^ the moat faithful and intelli^ble version oi the Chris- 
timi Scriptures, in at least the English language. In some 
very important points, the Editors have made improvements, 
wi)ich will remove ,the difficulties unnecessarily felt hj the 
unlearned reader ; and in numerous other insta,nces, by 
apparently ^mall, but, in reality, valuable alterations, they 
have decidedly improved their basis, in 'the language, 
construction, or sense.*^^ ^'The Editors express their, 
intention of noticing, in every instance, the rendering of 
Neweome where they leave it. In almost all cases they 
have done so, but in some few cases they have left it uncer^ 
t^n what is Newcomers rendering, or even have altogether 
omitted to state it^ Herthen specifies those passages, 
which amount to about sixty^ and adds, *' In most of these 
instances, the variation is completely unimportant ; but in 
i^me, as is obvious to the reader, ihe changes should have 
been very carefully noticed. No one can suppose that thie 
omission arose from any wa^at of fidelity, or of respect to 
Newcomers opinion, who pbserves the minuteness with which 
variations are notiped, and the numerous inM^mces in which 
a preference is given to his own renderings, where yet an 
alteration is made in the text^ Such is the testimony of 
the Unitarian reviewer, to which you ^peal in support of 
your charge of dishonesty, on the part of the Editors of the 
Improved Version. Let any truly candid reader-determine 
how far it bears you out in that^cha;rge., 
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The resiewefs attentiDn b«s been called, to ikkR subject 
again, by the usse, I should rather say the dbuse, of ^fais 
same passage by Abp. Magit^ whom chiefly, I bddeTB'yoa 
have followed. In his calm and masterly answer -tb; thA 
mitred ealumniatory Dr. Carpenter thus .mc»e ^deeidedlji^ 
bears. his testimony to the honesty of .tlie Editors, | so 
WFongfblly denied under the cav&t ot his name. *^ That 
the Improved Version really has Newcomers translfitioii 
as its baas, is dear from the fol^omog^fitcta: Upon> an 
average, there are n^ two variations from it in a .page 
These, in nineteen cases out of twenty, consist of ahm^ 
tions in single words» such, as Wealth for. Mammon, ppy» 
pose for show, is far ^fiouHsk^ihy dkpaaiiwre fer 4€paiHm^ 
hardness f on bKndness^ &c. These are not twenty vserses 
in the whole work, in .which thie variations from the Pni 
maters version have any ddise cbnuection with pedoliairities 
of theological sentiment. Many of the alte^ati<m8' are 
those proposed by Neweome himself. I go fiuther, and say^ 
that the general spirit and eharact<^ of the translation is 
deddedly Newcomers. Those, who have dwelt solely on 
the doctrinal variations firom the Frimate^s vesrsidb,:tiH they 
have magnified them ten-fold to their own inu^natioiis', 
will not be disposed to admit this last position ;; but those 
preceding they cannot deny; at least they cannot refute 
them ; and upon them I found it^ — Carpenter's Reply to 
Magee, i^c. p. S06. 

• f 

The other act of dishonesty with which the Improved 
Version is charged with setting out, is its '^prafesnng to be 
by a Society for promoting Christian Knowledge.** This, 
after Magee^ you deem ^^ an attempt to impose upon the 
unwary the authority of the Venerable Society, &c.'' . Is the 
definite article of such mighty efficacy in the Greek language. 
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at by ito pMseUde or its abseiMe in g^ren cinninrntaneeii to 
pMMre the Deity of Christ ; and is it of sudi insigmficanos 
m Eof^liihy as not to be distioguishabte fkx>m the imfefinite ? 
Ara the terns a #000^ and i&e jocitf%f equivaknt ? If Aey 
be^ as jour •ocii8atioi& of the Improyed YenaatL seeps to 
aappoaBt qa what ground has B|k Magee^Dr. Moyfeyyand 
othorsy so sevorel^ censured the Editoes of the Inqproved 
Varsiiaiif as amongst their Bumerous artilBoes, ^' mahmgfiree 
«th the artidej sgbstitotipg a Son for Ae Son of God, 
nhenerer they, find it oxarenient to do so^ JUciys^V 
Mmmpiom Ltdmr^f p. 174.-*-*Dr. Magee> citing some of the 
imfiDiMifty vBacfano^p4edged dqMrtuces from Nemeoae^s 
kstances Luke i* 3S<-<^*< In rene 32 also^^ he ob* 
^i«e find Nevoonie use the definite article, ^HediaH 
be great, and shall be called the. Son of the Most High,^ 
and m thb, likewise, ^e^ followers €i Nevireome duirt him, 
icndeong ^ a Son of the Most High,^ and ^ving nf» notice 
whatever of the dq^rture.^*^ Is, then, the dsfEerence between 
a son a»d Ae stm, so important and manifest ; and coiftid 
any one fail to peiceive that a Sodefy was not Ae Sodeiy t 
Had the Sditcrs. designed to impose upon the- unwary, 
why not say at.once, Ae Sodekf f But they cfid not mean 
toinpoMi; and they have truly said that the work W8s.pid>. 



* « Is it not singular,*' asks Dr. Carpenter, fReplif^ ^c, p. 315,) ** timt 
while holding up to public view, the errors of others, and attributing to them 
an IffiMliofi which implies erin^ina&ty cf the deepett die, the Bishop should Ydak' 
■dmhiieipiilAte an artidenot t9 be^finuid in the pnsige he tpiotes ? Yet so It 
f». ^IheltiiwnredVerribnbaait^^Heshailbeflpmt^aDdsl^ 
Qfth^MostHigb/ When thg Biahqy writes a Commentaiy op I Con »iii., Ib 
or^ to justify himself, he must prove, (which he may do in the same way that 
he pn^tmany other things,) that Charily « hopeth all things* and 'believeth 
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lulled bf aSoAetj Sat pranMtii^ CkrbtlAn Koo^iodge ; a 
Societf f omad^ far that poipaie above thktjryoiBs Mgau 
I l^p^0^, indeea, vidi Difa Cu^Mnter, that the oipiiSKNi of 
the wovd' CMMiirJM, in th« tide.page of die iSint edkioo, 
waskj«iffi^s. THetitte«^didii0tMijiA,hiitalit}]alil 
•aid IMS triie, Asrto ita hading day to ta|gpoae that it ha4 
its origin m the Bartlett\( Bnul&igs^ Society^ thai isuttaiiy 
9at of die ^ueatioiv L^t it be proved that it* did aiialead 
a^y one, and we will than idlaw that it • mighi : but, eren 
Iheo, veanUapt aHowlbatatwaaiiiteadedtadoacK'" 

* Fuvlhev, you ofiBSilte the Im{»roir^ VaiBkyi^lb^ 
paaiages aaAwRt any anihotityv You had uaqiiesliflMUy 
this^odc in Tiew, vhea, in jmu Charge, yau tM yotir 
A«dyt iV^9^ **t?« Uaitaiians caa aMU^Tio^^'* &». And, hi 
pdge C4» yDU c^Merva, ^A& a qwidnien of nek modfliate 
^{Drilh^^ Imagpftfer totheexptdiioiidfoeaElyihaflnlrtwi 
chapms bafli of MatthafrandXidte^ fron tlia osawof the 
VewT^Msma^'^ 4tel)D0Ga goon to^dfairtB^idMtt the :^^^ 
of Aa Inlpravad¥miDuhiaii>ethaitisd(veaea^ 
Kade9% that Uia«^ IwtaBgrs. iQfe fotti¥l w att M 
McieM varsioRai: Ait; liiosa p r up i gca i ' tlwagh thw* an. 
thantipilly ia diqwtelU ave* rmk expeUed. They aia ftaa^ 
mihm Impxovad Varaioo^ . iieady} wi^id Ibr void aa tb^ 
appcBV m tfio T«ni|Mi of the Frim^ They ase hidecd 
pc^Uedia: Itdies, ^ ^aan-iatkoationi,'' say the Editors^ M th«|} 
tliey ai^of doubtfol autiMsxty^^ The grounda on iMA 
th^aalkhiqaaalroa.thaiiiauthoidtyv ava fahrly> stated^ and 
tlia vsader, ^4ia. is* Aarther assisltedby eopiaaat Kfeimoss t» 
wiitsvaen b(Ah lides of the Qubjae!, haait in his paarar t^ 
eunidfia theai. Should he deem th^se grounds invalid) he* 
has the passsges' still: Hiscopy of theNevrTesteihentiia- 
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notniuffihtedi iWhwA else tl«n wliit they hava doite^ 
oould the Editotv, bb hmiouraUe men, dv,^ iThey ji^re d0« 
ddedyiy€&peeflBedaiid]nariccd4heir opiaioa of Ae tafheitticity 
of tlufte long paasages ; but.they bare not gaAledior.mvitU 
htcd the Siiired Volunie. If iiiiaay ease they haVe ei^ 
})iiilged, it has-been in strict ccxiforniity #itb the onginal 
text, which they profess toi follow, and wliieh «iUy no, doubt 
be a standard text, notwitk^tandihg the oppootioa of Nolan, 
<tr,evenof Laurencel Aithoiigfa no Unitaiuai;^vMn6/it/^» 
supposing the Editors hadbeen gifilty of ity ebiild be }xad^ 
fied by any garbling on the part of orthodox believers, 
yiet it might perhaps, certainly it shecdd, «bate soitt^ of 
the aapertty with which thej former- am treated^ -it Amr 
adiversaries would recollect thit eoihe .of the inembers 
of the Established Church, emi' learned 'di^itiEaids,vl^rvfe 
rendered themselYes obnoxious to thef8aine<c9iarge« It eui:ely 
escaped your recollection, when yon t so severefy^censuied 
the < ^ bokhiess that garbles^ Seripture, that I>r. Durell,. 
Principal of Hertford College, Oxford^ &c.- was for striking 
out from the Canon of the Jewish i Scriptures, the whole 
book id Canticles ; and that Dr. SUkdc, the late Bishop of 
KiUala, condemned a long passage in the book of' Job, as 
spurious ; both of them without the slightest authority from 
MSS., versions, or any other external evidence. Whether 
Dr. Durell, had he published an Improved Version of. 
the Old Testament, would have expunged the book of Cau«>^ 
tides, or printed it in italics, I cannot pretend to say,; but 
Dr. Stock has, in his version of Job, separated the passage,, 
the authenticity of which he denies, from the rest of the chap, 
ter in which it occurs; tod very imceremonioualy, and^ aa 
most: appear to. you, very irreverently, stigmatii;jes.it ''as a 
ifuperfejationi that might well have been spared.!! Npt axk 
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atom of evidenoe does »ther of theae learned mok atten^ 
to offer against the canonical authority of these passages ; 
they ground their rejection of. them on internal evidence 
alone. The Editors of the Improved Version^ though they 
cannot cite any MSS. or Versions^ have some historical tes- 
timony against the first two chapters of Matthew to produce ; 
but they also depend chiefly upon internal marks of spu- 
riousness.* 

In thQ note to which I am now referring, you seem to 
hint, that the Editors have not been sparing of conjectural 
criticism. From your own examination of. the Improved 
Version j no suspicion o£. this ooul^ have occurred to you : 
the style of the condudii^ part of your note betrays your 
authority, which is no other than Dr. Laurence himself. 
Pemut me, then, to bring to your notice the reply, made 
by one of the Editors of that Version, to the charge 
advanced by this learned writer :—<^ G^Uemen,^ he ob. 
serves, ^^ would save themselves and their readers some 
trouble^ and many mistakes, though perhaps it might not 
so well answer their purpose, if they would have the good- 
ness to look into the Improved Version, before they favour 
the world with their animadversions upon it. For want of 
attention to this equitable and useful rule, the learned Dr. 
l.i^jaxenoe, of the Univerrityof Oxford, in his '* Critical 



* This liberty has indeed been taken by the orthodox both of ancient and 
modem times. Several books of the New Testament* now esteemed canonical, 
«iert« It ia veil known, not nnivenally reodved by the early Christians; aod 
one of these* the Epistle of James, has been in later times treated wHh wj 
lUtle reqwet. tuther called it an Epistle of Straw, ** I^iola StramUmea ;*' 
and others, as AHhtuntrutt and the Magddmr^ CeniuriaUfr$ have charged the 
aothor with false doctrine ^Vide WettienU, Test, Gr, tom. ii. p. 658. 

r 
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Reflections^^ upon what he oftUs ^ The Unitariffli Version of 
the New Testament/ has fallen into a most egregiom error ; 
and, in the fervour of his zeal to correct the supposed mis- 
representations of others, he becomes guilty of the most 
gross and palpable misrepresentation himself:- Almost ten 
pages of Dr; Laurence^s Introductory Remarks are ooco-^ 
pied xn severe and unsparing animadversions upon the 
Editors of the Improved Version, for having altered the text 
by critical conjecture, in two very important passages, John 
i. 1, and Rom. ix. 5, and adapted it toth^owntheolo^cal 
O[nmo08, without the authority of any one manuscript or 
version, or of any one andent ecclesiastieal writer ; and in 
direct contradiction to the judgment of Michaelis, to whose 
cdebrated work they appeal, and whose rules of criticism 
they profess to adopt. ■ And^ alter having quoted several 
passives from that eminent critic, in which he expresses the 
strongest ^sapprobation of admitting conjectural criticism 
into the text of Uie New Testament, Dr. Laurence con* 
6hides with the following sarcastic remark :^-' As it is im- 
pos^ble to expose their reasoning more strongly.than the 
critic himself has done, to whom they appeal for support, 
and that even in the very chapter which they quote, I shall 
add nothing more upon the subject, but leave them to enjoy 
as they can, the testimony of Michaelis.^ Courteous reader! 
would you believe it? The Editors have not^ m a 
single instance f admitted confecturai criticism into the te/tt. 
They entered their protest against it in their Introductory 
Remarks : (see p. xvii.) they appealed to M ichaelis, as them- 
selves cordially adopting his sentiments upon the subject ; 
nor have they ever infringed upon, their rule and his, even 
< where very plausible conjectures, of no inconsiderable ins 
portance, have been suggested by men of great learning and 
sagacity, which, to say the least, merit very attentive consi- 



deretion. See pw-tindKrif John i. 1 ; vi 4; Rom. ix. V 
Sok IE that the Editors of the Improved Vornoa am tvestcd. 
GeotlemcD, men of leaming and eminence, wbo« word with, 
die multitude pasaes ftw law, withtmt taking the tPooWe to 
examine, do not scruple to hazard aawrtions whit* «i*b erro- 
neoos in the extreme, and allege chaises which axe utterly 
unfounded, but which are too generally bdieved,"— Sd. 
*4o«r** Repiff to Moyaey, p. 74, &c-* 

" With rettpect to ponetoation,'' yoa ebaerrej (p. 36,) 
■• the B^tors of the ' Improved Verraon,' by gubstitnting in 
Rom. be 6, a full pc»Dt for the comma, after eafxa, and ez< 
^ahang the eeqruA a« a devout apostrophe, (' God be hlesged 
fir ever^) endeavour, with Eigedm and other Soonians.-f- 
to nlence this agnal testimony to the Deity of the Messiah.^ 
I valid again ask. Do not the canon8<^ l^itimate cntkdaia 
allmr ef a diange in the pnnotuaticm of the reo^ved text-2> 
Even wkbthc fud of Hiddletan, you cannot deny thts. The 
qacMion, t^exefbre, is, Whether ike £^bvg faexe, in dm 
iastanx, exercised aaomidjud^Bent, and duly attended tor 
the style of th^ author, the exigence c^ the ploce^ andothw 
just prindples of orituasoi, and intcrpretBtioo ? Th« text 



'•■Itbnat ■riDguIU'caK,''i^Bp. Marsh, "that when owohjector hu 
male ambMke. olhm fidknrUm, nithoutmdlBg iha book uiwhkhlM 
■nlBwdT«rli>''~XsMr<i, put vL p. 49. 

f It if wottbj of rematk, b Teferance to a mlject whicb occuri In mj 
Int letter, that thii Sodnian Interpretatliin, u it ii hete called, i* that adopted 
tj> Mr. Locke, who thua paraphraaea the lattec pan of thia verse : « And of 
ttan.aBtatdalaUfaitiHIlo^Cliriit tacmia; ke who ia tner all, Codb* 
Uaaaad far ner. Amen." TbMi^ Mr. l<ackt koa not IntratUioed a ftiU pDiat, 
Itla evident that be eoo^dend the iMt chua* ai k doBDlwj, fol to Cbritf, but 
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of Gitie^ch, Mrhich they profegg U> follow, shows here a 
variety of opinion as to the pundtuation, and leaves them aX 
full lil^ty to adopt the method they most approve. And 
the k)[wer margin contains the authority of sqme MSS. and 
aacient Fathers for that which they have chosen. In their 
note, the Editors candidly state their departure from 
Ne^come, and the reasons which induce them to point .the 
passage as they have done. As to the signal testimony 
borne by this passage to the Deity of the Messiah, it is cer<^ 
tain- that no such testimony was ori^nally gathered from it ; 
{or, as the £ditQrs of the Improved Version ixux)ntroverti*- 
bly assert ^^ the early Christian writers do not aj^ly the 
doxology to Christ ; but pronounce it rashness and impiety 
to say that Christ was God over, alL^ 

t 

f . Misled by one of your oracles (Dr. Nares) on themibject 
diC the Improved Version, you censure the Editors for what 
fxOres to be too dose an adherence to the Primate ; for 
leajring whom,, at other times, they incur your displeasure. 
^.So again,^ you observe, (p. 66,) " as to the deciinve com-- 
pelfation of Thomas to his Saviour, * My Lord and ray 
God,^ (John xx. S8,) ^e are to conceive it only an irreve*. 
rent expression of surprise ! Beza more truly says, Verba 
sunt non tantum admirafitis Thomce^ ut hunc locum elude- 
bant JN^e^toriani^ sed ipsu/m ilium iemm ut verum Deum 
ac Domwmmi compeUanUs. And yet the Editors of the 
* Improved Versiotf refer to Beza i**' It is Abp. Newcome 
who refers to Beza ; and the head and- front of the offending 
of the Editors, is their having too implicitly followed their 
guid^... The remark is not their own. It is wholly and 
literally copied from' the Archbishop^s Version ; and hi» 
name is affixed to it. Not referring either to the Improved 
Verrion, Or to that of the Primate, but relying on Dr. 
Nares, no wonder that you were, deceived ; for he has most 
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diatngennoitsl/ inoisrepresented the matter* Is H fair 
and honourable thus .to repeat serious charges agaipst 
authors, ivithout being at the pains tq examine their works, 
and to ascertain whether they are well'founded ? But Uni- 
tarians seem to be conodered as out of the protection of the 
usual laws of controversy ; and given over to be silenced 
and decoyed by any meansi however fbuL 

There is another censure passed on the Improved Ver- 
w>n, in the last note ^pon the Charge, (p. 65,) which, 
however trifling it may appear, I cannot suffer to pa»s 
without notice. Having cited, at the/conclusion of your 
Charge, Tit. ii. 13, 14, ^ Looking for that blessed hope ,^uid 
the glorious appearing of our Great God and Saviour, Jesus 
dmst,"^ you observe in the note, " Here, however,, the 
* Improved Version' inserts a comma after %€ov, and repeats 
the particle ' of* before Swr^f o« ; though, like the translation 
which underwent Dn Twells' reprobating critidsm, in Petf 
it. SO, (where Kv^m^ only, not Sco^j is concerned,) they omit 
boll|. But the single Various Beading of Griesbach omiti^ 
the.KdM^ and thus makes .the identity of Person,, if possible, 
still stronger.^ In vindication of the In^proved Version, it 
may be observed, that in placing ihe comma after ecov, it 
fallows the common English Version ; * and for repeating the 
pacdcle ^of,^ before. I^njpof, it has, the authority of that 
** hi^ Dignitary of the Established .Church,"^ whose excel- 
lent translation it takes for its basb. And, in omitting both 
in 2 Pet* ii. SO, it agrees again with the Authorized Version, 
and with that of the Archbishop ; only, with the latter, 
instead of the Lard^ reading oue Lord. While aiming ablow 
therefore, at the Improved Version, you have smitten both 



* In Bome editions it if 00 pointed. 
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that which is bdd in re v e re i Kte by your own Church ; and 
thBl which proceeded from one of its most eminent members. 

" Pereunt Hypanisque Dymasque 
Cmifixi a socMi." 

As to the Various Beading of Griesbacb, which has called 
forth fifom you the echo of Nares*s remark, ** Oriesbach^s 
only various reading is the omissicm of xa«> which would 
make the case stronger,^ * 'it is supported by no authority ; 
fbr the testimony of Facundus carries little weight, and 
every biblical scholar knows, that the ^thiopic translator, 
the only other witness^ pmits the conjunction, whenever he 
regards it as exegetical. I grant that he so understood ihis 
passage. 

I find no other specific charge against the Improved 
Version ; but there is a short note somewhat connected with 
it, which I cannot suijfer to pass unnoticed. It [noves'that 
you do not always treat yottr own oracles with due respect ; 
but that you can misrepresent your friends, while abcuitiu- 
lating your misrepresentations of those whom you so bitterly 
oppose. In page 62, heaping your sarcasms upon the mo^ 
jdem Unitarian interpretation of the Logos, in the Ist chap** 
ter of John, according to which you say, *' an attribute^ 
(wisdom) "was fAoyfly€Mjc/the only-begotten; or, to adopt the 
Improved Version, the dearly-beloved^ &c you add in a 
note on this word, . ^^ Used, as Mr. Belsham states, for 
ayamjTdf, which he vouchsafes to inform us, does not once 
'occur in the New Testament ! whereas, it occurs, at leai^t, 
six times ! (Nares.f^ — But Nares, from whom you profess 
to derive this note, is not guilty of the blunder here palmed 



' Bimmha on the Imfrmted Fernom^ p. 65* 
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«pon faiin. He does not asaert that a word toccurs in the 
New Testament at least six ttmes^ when a glaUce upon tbe 
.oolumn of his Sdtnnidius would show him that it occurred 
joi kasi ttXTT. Nares^s remark is, ^^ It is not true that the 
word ayamiinf does not occur in the writings of St. John. 
It occurs in these writings iat least six times.^ But you, 
ferhaf^ served him right to misrepresent him ; for he has in 
this veiy passage, misrepresented Mr. Belsham, and again 
misled you. Mr. B* vouchsafes no such information as thttt 
whicHj on the supposed authority of Dr. Nares, you ascribe to 
him.* The passage on which Dr. Nares animadverts, is in th& 
^alm Inquiry 9 p. 166, Sd edit and is as follows.: — ^^^ It (the 
jterm fMMyt urO is often metonjrmically used to express ^ dearly 
beloved.^ See Heb. xi. 17. And the same word, in the 
<Higinal Hebrew, which by the LXX. is rendered fdoyoyf i^o 
^ oiily*begotten/ is, in other passages, translated arfvnjf^ 
* beloved.^ Jer. vL 26 ; Amos, viii. 10. Hence, it isprob»- 
ble^ that Sifk the word>a7asnr2«Cy ^ beloved,^ does not occur in 
.John as a title of Christy this writer uses the word fMVoyfmi?, 
^ oiily-b^;otten,^ instead of it, and where the other Evange- 
lists would use ^ beloved.* ^ Nowj Sir, does Mr. Belsham 
vouchsafe to inform us, that ay»ini7oq does not once occur in 
jthe New Testament ; though you have vouchsafed to inform 



* It is tomewhat remarkable, that the Rev. Heneage Horsley, Prebendary 
4)f St. Anph, was misled in the very same manner. Trusting to the same 
•rtftde^ in the BriUsh Otitic, ibr January, 1812, he told the worid that Mr. 
Bdsham ** had baUly affirmed that cymni7«c doea not oomr in St. John.*'-.Sete 
ihehuiedMtm of Bfu BorOejf's Tradit p> 697 ; wad Mr, BO^am't Rep9^ to 
the Reu. J7. Hortky^ Sue* p. ^4, &&— The Prebendary, however, took care not 
to add to the original blunder, by saying that Mr. B. denied that the term 
omm te d is the New Testament : that was leaerved for the Ardideacon of 
CItfdaiidf ^ 
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us that thii word, which occurs there above sixtj timea^ 
occurs at least six ? But thus it is that the wridngs of 
Unitarians are misquoted and misrepresented, and then on 
the atrength of their adversaries^ blunders or artifices, they 
are branded as sciolists, and shallow theological critics, and 
demed the possesion of c(»nmon sense, common hobes^, 
or the learning of school-boys ! Such are the methods 
employed to beat down and silence Unitarians, adopted Hmd 
pursued by members of your Church of every grade, from 
an Archbishop of Dublin to a Vicar Choral of York Min- 
ster. But this mode of warfare against us, will not finally 
succeed : it may injure us fora season, but it cannot dis- 
comfit us. Prejudice may, by these <^ arts,"^ not of 
** evasion,^ but of hostility, be kept alive and active; but 
when it is discovered, as it must be ere long, that such 
arts have been practised against us, minds of a liberal and 
honourable character, will be the more disposed to do 
justice to our prindples and ourselves. 

-Though you have advanced no other specific charge 
against the Improved Version, there is one of a general 
nature, which, if well founded, would stamp upon it 
merited infamy. " Those,'' you say, (p. 67,) " who wish 
for farther evidence of the accumulated tricks exemplified 
in the ^ Improved Version,' may find them oXf» ru ^vXaxt 
in Magee^s, Laurence's, Nares', and Rennell's admirable 
strictures, written expressly on that subject" True, Sir, 
yoiur readers will find a *^ sack full" of ^^ accumulated 
tricks," in the possession of every one of those to yrhom you 
refer them, but they are all their own ; not one of them ever 
was the property of the Editors of the Improved Veraon, 
I will confidently refer our readers (if indeed I should 
have the good fortime to reckon among my readers any 
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who have been yours also) to that Veruon itsdf ; and, 
though they may find some mistakes, and many things in 
the text, and more in the notes, of which they may dis- 
approve, I will venture to say, they will not find a single 
trick ; any thing which can justify the^ suspicion of disin* 
genuousness (h* artifice. • I may be allowed again to say, 
that I am better acquainted with the Improved Version 
than you, to whom I suspect it is known only through the 
medium of the authorities you have cited ; and I aflirm 
widiout hesitation, that, though I am far from regarding it 
as a faultless work, either as to the translation, or the 
interpretation of many important passages, it is conducted 
throughout, in a fair and honourable manner, under the 
manifest and powerful influence of a sincere and supreme 
love of truth. * I have the happiness also to be acquainted 
with the excellent person who is well known to have been 
principally concerned in preparing and publishing it, and 
who does not, as he needs not, shrink from the responsibility 
of the chief and efiicient Editor ; and I have no hesita- 
tion in asserting, that nothing ever proceeded from him, 



* Xezt to the Improved Venbn itself, they who wish to form a true 
jndgmeBt of the representatioD which have been made of it by Abp. Magee 
and others, will do well to oonsult the able work of Dr. Carpenter, intitled 
Att SxamkuMan ofUte Charges made againtt UnUariant, ^c. jfc. fly the Ri^ 
Amu Dr, Magee, ^c a work, which though almost wholly occupied in de> 
tectiiig and lefiitiog the most provoking calumnies that were ever uttered 
sgalnst fTnitarian writers and theh: doctrine, is no less distinguished for its 
urtaoftj, mildness, and trv^y Christian spirit, Hum for the suoeessAil aceom* 
pUshmcol of ttf porpose* If our Lord's maxiai be still applicable to the 
pfcachoEs of his gospel, ** By thefar fruits ye shall know them,** no impartial 
judge can be at a loss to determine which of the two, the overbearing, de- 
finning prelate, or the gentle, candid, dissenting pastor, has the best cbdms to 
be regarded u a true disciple of Christ. 
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on which the slightest suspidon of unfairnesd can, for a 
ment, rest Even the first witness to whom you appeal, Abp. 
Magec^ who, in bis treatment of Mr. Belsham, ^< i^qpears^ 
as Dc Carpenter observesi ^* to be influenced by a spirit of 
personal revenge, and of intolerant bigotry, whidi twould 
have better suited the agc^ when persecution wielded dif- 
ferent, but not more injurious weapons,^ even he allows 
him the praise oS amiabk and mtitums feelings and declares 
that he believes him to be incopodfe ofduplicikf. But this 
praise oug^t not to be allowed to him, for he deserves it 
not, if he can be convicted of *^ accumulated tricks;^ 
especially when occupied in presenting to the world, -what 
he professes to be a faithful version of those sacred writings, 
which contain the revealed will of God, and denounce the 
most awful punishment against all who practise the 
^ hidden things of dishonesty."" If you had not been con- 
tent with perueang the writers you have here named, but 
bad fairly and impartially compared the work they censure, 
with the allegations they bring against it, I am persuaded 
neither your other charges, nor this most severe and sweep- 
ing censure would have proceeded from your pen. 



I come now to the last crimination in your Charge, 
iliat requires particular notice. In page 11, you say, 
'* Among the principal grounds of the Creed, or No-Creed, 
professed by Socinians, may be ranked (as it has been 
remarl^ed) the accordance of its dogmas with philosophical 
prejudices. By 'philosophical prejudices^ are meant the 
prejudices of men df taste and science on the subject of 
religion. Accustomed to revel in the riches of the intellect, 
and the pleasures created by the ma^c of genius, they feel 
a strange and adverse descent, when they are summoned 
to receive the peculiar disclosures of the Christian Revelation.'^ 
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These dbdhniiKt, in the following deelaimitory paragraph^ 
you assume to be the doctrines maintained by the estdbfished 
drarch of this eoimtry, and other sects usually denominated 
orthodDgc,— «^ The grounds of a creed,^ I should imagine^ 

I would be generally understood to denote the foundatioa 
im which it professes to be built ; the principles contained, 
or supposed by those who frame the creed^ to be contained, 
in the Scriptures. But if I am not greatly mistaken, you 
oonfound these with' the motives by which some at .least, 
you cannot miean to say all, who maintain that creed, have 
been induced to adopt it, after it has been framed. If you 
do indeed intend to say that the creed of Unitarians has 
been framed on ^ philosq>hical prejudices,^ by men of taste 
and science, I deny the fact, and without^ any heatation 
assert, that it was the creed of the illiterate, though inspred 
iipostles of our Lord ; and that in all suooeedii^ ages it 
has been held, with various modifications and corruptions 
indeed, by those who have not generally ranked lunongst 
the wise and learned. If you mean that the contiilued 
egdstenoe of this creed is owing to the countenance it receives 
from men of taste and science, I deny that also to be the 
fiKst ; and I would invite you to lay aside all unmeaning' 
declamation, and to produce some sufficient proof of what 
you assert; and, at the same time, to reconcile this assertion 
with your oensdre of Unitarianism as a school of sciolism. 
If you mean to say that men of taste and science, in 
general, are prqudiced against reli^on, and betake them- 

i sdves to Unftarianism, to shroud themselves from the 
imputation of infidelity, permit me to ask, how are you 
home out by experience? Can it be denied that such 
pemns as tiiose of whom you speak, in general, either 
openly disrq^ard all religion, or without, troubling thenft- 
sdves to inquire upon the suliject, profess, without n 
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paying much, if any, respect to its ordinances, to be 
members of the church, established in the country in whidi 
they may happen to live ? Besides, how can you con- 
mstently say that such men would avoid the imputation of 
infidelity ; or that " under the veil of Socinianism, their 
hardihood of speculatbn and audacity of conjecture, may 
mask diemaelves from universal reprobation ?^ Have you 
not yourself virtually denied (p. 26) that there is any dif- 
ference between those whom you call Socinians and Un- 
believers ; between those who reject Christian Doctrines in 
€^nibu8f and those who reject them in tato f And have 
you not done all in your power to expose to *' universal 
reprobation,^ the creed, or the no-creed of Unitarians and 
all who maintain it? And a great service would you be 
rendering to religion and virtue by so doing, if your calum- 
nious representation of Unitarianism could be substantiated ; 
if you could prove, as readily as you can assert, that it 
**ofiers a friendly veil to hardihood erf speculation and 
audacity of conjecture ;" that it either is itself, (for I am not 
certain that I clearly comprehend your meaning,) or that 
it willingly employs ^^ a menstruum which easily lowers the 
terms of Scripture, and readily dissolves every plain but 
obnoxious precept ;"" that " it conciliates not only the Pyrr- 
faonist, but the profligate, both of whom, with a dethroned 
Christ, and a despoiled and degraded Christianity,'' (i. e. 
SB you undoubtedly mean to be understood, professing 
Unitarianism) " may afiect to be Christians, and find little 
or nothing in their religion to condemn them.'* 

It is impossible for any conscientious Unitarian, who 
Experiences the animating and the purifying influences of 
hk faith, to read this passage without feelings of indig- 
nadon. I hesitate not to avow that such are my feelings; 
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but they are mingled with sentiments of deep regret, that 
one^ from whose extensive learnings correct taste ^ enlightened 
understanding, and general urbanity of manners, every thing 
fair, and candid, and honourable, might have been justly 
expected, should thus violate truth and charity, in the 
service of a party, and afford the sanction of his authority 
to the revilings and the calumnies of ignorance and 
bigotry. 
\ 

You will, without doubt, contend that in drawing 
this truly finghtful picture of Unitarianism, you are 
warranted by the concessions of some of its most distin- 
gvaahed advocates. You have, in fact, in the passage on 
which I am now animadverting, pressed Dr. Priestley 
himself into the unholy and ungrateful service of confirm* 
ing your misrepresentations, and of passing the sentence of 
condemnation on the principles he laboured to establish. 
^' Here, then,^ you say, (p. 12,) i. e. when the disputers of 
this world reject the gospel as foolishness, yet are anxious 
not to be reputed infidels, ^* Socinianism steps in to offer 
her fiiendly veil ; under which, hardihood of speculation 
and audacity of conjecture, may mask themselves from 
universal reprobation. So shrouded-^to use the language 
of One who drew from the Ufe, and whose accuracy in this. 
instance cannot be suspected— the new proselyte may attain 
(if he does not, already, possess) that ^ cool unbiassed temper 
of mind, in consequence of becoming more indifferent to 
religion in general^ and to all the modes and doctrines of 
it, which is necessary in order to judge truly concerning 
particular tenets in religion ? ^ 

It is much to be regretted, that while allowing the 
praise of accuracy to Dr. Priestley, because it suited your 
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purpose, you should have neglected that tirtiie yoats^lf. 
The words which you mark as a citation from' him, and by 
which you endeavour to support your severe censure of 
Unitarianism^ are not hi?. I will accurately cite the passage 
which you have misrepresented. It is this : *^ Besides, it 
cannot be denied, that many of them, who> judge so truly 
concerning particular tenets in religion, have attained to that 
cod^ unbiassed temper of mind, in consequence of becoming, 
more indifferent to religion in general, aiid to all the modes 
and doctrines of it Though, therefore, they are in a more 
favourable situation for distinguishing between truth and 
falsehood, they are not likely to acquire a zeal fox what they 
conceive to be the truth.*" (Discourses on Various Subjects, 
p. 95.)— Now, let the reader compare this extract, which I 
have accurately given, with the passage which 1 have as 
accurately transcribed from your Charge, and say whether 
you have indeed, as you profess to have done, ** used the 
language of one who drew from the life P Where are the 
words, which, by the distinction of inverted commas, you 
designed to be taken as the words of Dr. Priestley ? Where 
has he asserted, that indifference to religion in general is 
** necessary, in order to judge truly concerning particular 
tenets in religion P'^ The term necessary, which is of the 
utmpst importance in this passage, is not to be found in the 
original ; nor is the idea it conveys, expressed there. In the' 
sentence which you profess to quote. Dr. Priestley barely 
states the fact, that many speculative Unitarians have at- 
tained to a cool and unbiassed temper of mind, in conse- 
quence of becoming more indifferent to religion in general. 
In the next, which you have not quoted, he allows, indeed, 
that they are thus pkced in a atuation more favourable for 
distinguishing between truth and falsehood ; but he does 
not even hint at this situation as being necessary for this 



purpose I nor does he afford you ihe slightest ground far 
the saroastie exdbuaiatkin in your note^ (p. 61,) *^ Alas t 
what must that religion be^ to which the best introduction 
is, to have no reli^on at all !^ Dr. Pnestley''s object, in the 
passage from which you havesa unMrly cited, was to state^ 
a fact, and to assiga what he conceived to be the cause c^ 
it The fact is, that wheq he published the Discourse, in 
the preface to which that passage occurs, there were many 
who professed Unitarian c^jpions, but felt little zeal for 
their support, and were therefore eaaly induced to desert 
the religious sodedes to which they nominally belonged. 
The cause of this he conceived to be, that their religion was 
only speculative; that their indifference to religion in general, 
and to all the modes and doctrines of it, had produced in 
them so eo(d and unbiassed a temper, that they could veadily 
distiiiguish between true and false doctrine ; but, at thi^ 
same time, prevented the just and desirable efiect of truth 
on their uSec&cmi and their Uves. ^^ Consequently,^ as he 
goef on to observe, ^ whei^' theyar^ satisfied with respect to 
any controverted question, concerning which they may have 
had the curiosity to make soi^e inquiry^ they presently dis- 
nuss the subject from their thoughts; and thus, never read- 
ing and thinking about it, except when it is casually men« 
tioned, they are not in the way of being interested in it, and 
oanndt be expected to make any great sacrifices to it.*" Very 
far indeed is Dr. Priestley from asserting, that such an 
indifference is essential to the reception of Unitarianism, or 
from approving of it. On the contrary, he laments thajt it; 
should, in any instance, be found amongst those who call 
themselves Unitarians ; and it is the object of the Discourse, 
to wUdi these remarks are prefixed, to recommend the 
adoption of such measures in Unitarian societies, as should 
oicite and cherish a different spirit, and render all lJ^ 
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toemberft of such socieUes, sealous and practical Chmtians* 
He proposes that the ends which the apostles had in view, 
in forming Christian sodeties, should still be pursued. 
** They," he observes, ** ohiefly respected the ultimate and 
proper object of Christianity, which was the forming of 
good men, men fearing Grod, and oonscieiitiously discharge 
the moral duties of life, as preparatory to that immortal 
state, which it was the great object of Christianity fully to 
reveal to us. Without this, they conadered a man to be as 
effectually unqualified for being a member of a Christian 
society, as if he had been an unbeliever; because his 
nominal belief of Christianity had no proper influenee on 
his behaviour in life. All Christians ought to be persons 
whose Ught should shine before meuj thai others may see 
their good works* They ought to provoke to Uroe and tQ 
good works, and not suffer sin in each oAeir ; making am- 
verts to Christianity by their lives, no less than by their 
doctrine and arguments.''^ . Now Sir, is this a menstruum 
which can readily dissolve every plain but obnoxious pre- 
cept ? In such a religion, is there httle or no&ing to con- 
demn the Pyrrhonist and the profligate ? 

It is true that Dr. Priestley does admit, as you observe, 
(p. 61,) that the connexion between the belief of the vaefe 
humanity of Christ (or, to use his own words) ^^ between 
the simple truth that Christ was not the i^preme God him- 
self," and a Christian life, is very slight And are you 
prepared to say that such is not the case with respect to 
any otjier doctrine, — that of the Deity of Christ, for instance, 
of Original Sin, or of the Atonement? May not these be 
taken up merely as matters of speculation ? No doctrine 
whatever, so embraced, little attended to, and not carefully 
applied tq some practical end, however pure and orthodox 
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it may be esteemed, will have any other than a vary dight 
ommexioQ with a Christian life. I have no doubt. Sir, 
that your knowledge of mankind will enable you to apply 
this maxim of Dr. Priestley, which you appear to cite as 
unfavourable to Unitarianism, to the doctrines of your own 
Church, and of every other religious sect 

That indifference to religion in general is more favour- 
able than a zealous attachment to some particular form of 
religion to the perception of speculative religious truth, 
(which is all that Dr. Priestley means to asefert,) is a portion 
which will not be questioned by those who have any know, 
ledge of the human mind, or any experience of human life. 
<* There is no person,^ it has been well observed, ** who, 
were he to choose one to whom he would convey instruction 
OD any p(nnt, would not choose one who knew nothing of 
the point, rather than one whose ideas and opinions lie 
against it Were he, for instance, to.chooseone whomhe 
would instruct in the true system of the world, according 
to the modem discoveries, he Would sooner dioose one who 
was a stranger to philosophy, than one who had deeply 
imbibed a false philosophy, and was skilled in all the 
methods of defending it The former would have nothing 
to do but to leam and improve : the latter, on the contrary, 
would have a great deal to unlearn, and it would be neces- 
sary to empty and to alter his whole mind before he could 
be made a proper subject for instruction, or a proper reoep. 
tade for truth.^ * This remark, the justice of which must 
be universally admitted, is equally applicable to subjects 
ct religious inquiry. No one can feel deeply interested 
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about reUgion, without altadiKOg himaelf ia one of the 
numerous parties, into which the rehgioiis world is divided : 
and partisans axe, in general, very ill qualified to distinguish 
between truth and error. On the principle of Dr. Priest- 
ley^s maxim, I am fully persuaded you would act Were 
you dearous of making converts from the Roman Cathofic 
Church, to what class of its members would you direct 
your labours? To the zealous or to the indifferent? 
Could you hope for success in a college of Jesuits— -or 
even amopg the labouring and conscientious pariah pi^ests ? 
Would you not rather apply yourself to those whose edu- 
cation you had reason to believe bad been such as to create 
in them no decided prejudices, to form in them no strong 
religious habits ; whose indi&rence to religion in general, 
vrould insure that cool and unbiassed temper of mind, 
which would be favourable to a patient hearing, and an 
impartial inyestigation of the argum^its you had to propose P 
Among these, if they were men of good sense, you might 
make converts to the Protestant faith ; while the pious 
devotee, the sole object of whose life was to please God, 
and to work out his salvation, in the ^ay prescribed to hira 
by his spiritual guides, would turn a deaf ear to you, 
" charm you never so wisely •''—Would you bring any 
within the pale of the National Church, from the numerous 
sects of Protestants who dissent from it, to whom wquld 
you propose your arguments in favour of episcopacy ? To 
those who had the reputation of being rigid Dissenters, 
who fromf education, king-cherished habits, connexions in 
life, or staticm in their ree^iective religious societies, were 
strongly attached to the principles and the discipline ot 
non-conformity; or to those, nominally, indeed. Dis- 
senters, who discovered little or no acquaintance with the 
grounds of dissent^ and little attachment to their party ; 
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whose gkieral conduct betrayed a love of the worlds and 
an indifference to religion ? From sucfa only could yon 
reAsooably expect to gain converts —-Men qannot form a 
judgment on points to which they will pay no attention/ 
And what attention Could you expect from a bigoted 
Catholic, or a rigid Dissenter ? They would most pro* 
bably treat your arguments, as High-Churchmeu treat 
those of Dissenters and Unitarians : they would not list^i 
to them. They would not read Chuich of Engknd 
divinity, as you will not read Dissentmg divinity. But 
Catholics and Dissenters, who had little or no attadiment 
to religion in general, or to any of its forms, might be 
persuaded to attend to you, and attending, might be om* 
vinoed ; and from being, nominally*, Catholics and Dissent- 
ers, might become Churchmen. 

This incontzovertible maxim is perfectly consistent with 
that which our blessed Lord has sanctioned, in quoting 
which, as your manner isy you have widely departed hom 
his words, which are not " He that doeth my will,^-— but 
" If any man will do His will (i. e. the wiU of my Father) 
he shall luiow of the doctrine, &c.^ It is one thing to 
judge o( the divine origin and authority of a doctrine, 
taught by one who lays claim to the character of a prophet, 
at the time of its delivery ; and another and a v^ry different 
thing, to examine which of many conflicting schemes, all 
pretending to be that very doctrine, bears the most decisive 
resemblance to the original. It is one thing to embrace a 
^stem of. religious truth, the open avowal of which leads 
to obloquy, persecution, the loss of worldly substance, if 
not of life itself; another and^a very different thing to 
decide amidst Contending sects, all professing to maintain 
that truth, when the derision is attended with no personal 
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dmiger or inoonyenienoe. In the one case, an ardent lofe 
of Grod, a sacred devotedness to his will, a perfect indiffer- 
ence to the world, are qualifications essentially requisite ; in 
the other, nothing more is necessary than calm attention,, 
and a sound, unbiassed judgn^enl. Yet, even in our LordV 
^ySj '* publicans and harlots entered into the kingdom of 
heaven*" brfore the strictest Pharisee : they who violated the 
law under which they were livihg, before those who were 
most pareful to observe its minutest requidtions. No doubt, 
the pious and virtuous man^ as such, possesses great advan- 
tages in the investigation of religious truth, above the irre- 
ligious and the indiflerent; but if the good man brings 
with him to the important investigation, as I apprehend he 
most commonly does, a mind strongly biassed by education 
and various other circumstances, in favour of a particular 
system of religious doctrines, he is not so well qualified to 
form an impartial judgment, as one who, though he may 
not be so much under the influence of religious principle, is, 
at the same time, free from the misleading influence of any 
preconceived (pinions. 

The passage which has drawn forth these ai^imadver- 
^ons, is not, I am sorry to say, the only instance of the 
perversion of Dr. Priestley's words, with which you are 
chargeable. In another note on one part of that passage, 
you observe, (p. 60,) " By Dr. Priestley we are informed, 
that ^ the greater part of his philosophical acquaintance * 
ridiculed his belief of Christianity.'' See the Preface to his 



* They do not seem, then, to have acknowledged «< the ooeordanoe of the 
dogmas of hu No-Creed w^th philosophical prejudices ;•• or, to have *♦ masked,. 
OS shrouded. theiQSelves, under, the friendly veil, of Sodnianism.** 
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Letters to Mr. Bum, and the Note. And yet Dr. P. ia a 
letter to Mr. Lindsey, (dated Northurnberland, April S3, 
1800^) says of the President Jefferson, ^ If he is an unbe- 
liever, he cannot be far from us.'*'" The interpretation 
which your readers will naturally put upon this last sentence, 
(which they will, of course, regard as an accmrate quota* 
tation o{ Dr. P.^s words ;) and the interpretation, which, 
from the following part of your, note, you evidently intend 
they should put upon it, is, that Dr. P« himself, acknow- 
ledges, that Unitarianism and infidelity are closely connected; 
that, by being an unbeliever, a man makes the nearest possi- 
ble approach to Unitarianism. If it were, as you have de- 
claiedit to be, one characteristic of Unitarians, that ^' they can 
misrepresent, or garble, the statements of iheir adversaries,.^ 
(p. 9)) they might congratulate themselves, should they be 
disposed to regard it as a subject for congratulation, .that .the 
Archdeacon of Cleveland is notjaa- from them. Dr. Priest- 
\efs words, fairly quoted, and taken in thdr proper con- 
nexion, will convey no such sentiment as you wish to be 
attributed to them. The letter to Mr. Lindsey, in which 
they occur, inclosed a copy of a letter from Mr. Je£ferson to 
Dr. Priestley, acknowledging the receipt of a work presented 
to him by Dr. j^*., intitled *' Socrates and Jesus Compared,^ 
and containing a brief sketch of his view of the Christian 
system. In this sketch, Mr. Jefferson pronounces a very 
high eulo^um on the founder of Christianity, and speaks 
of *^ the unihivldng part of mankind as throwing off the 
qi»tem in disgust, and passing sentence, as an impostor, on 
the most innocent, the most benevolent, the most eloquent, 
and sublime character, that was ever exhibited to mankind.'^ 
Dr. Priestley thus writes to his friend, Mr. Lindsey : — <* In 
my last, I promised to send you a copy of Mr. Jefferson^s 
letter, on reading my pamphlet, intitled, < Socrates and 

63 



86 

Je9UB Cofhpared.'' The above is that copy. He is generally 
considered as an unbeliever : if tso, however, he cannot be far 
finom UB ; and I hope, in the way to be not only almost, but 
altogether, what we are. * He now attends public worship 
very regularly, and his moral conduct was never impeached.'" 
Now, I ask, what is the interpretation which every candid 
reader would give to the sentence you have quoted? What, in- 
deed, is the interpretation which alone it will bear P Is it not, 
that although Mr. Jefferson might posably be, as it was 
generally supposed, an unbeliever, yet the view he bad 
taken of the Christian doctrine, and of the character of its 
Founder, was such as to justify the hope, that he would 
80(xi become avowedly a Christian. Is there no disirrge- 
nuousness and unfurness, in thus taking a passage out of 
its connexion, and perverting its plain and obvious meaning } 
And you, who can make so much of aforsooth^ a to besure, 
a vtyuchsafe^ and even a note of admtration, could hardly 
be unaware of the force of the little word however^ which 
you carefully suH>ressed in your quotation. This was pru- 
dently done, no doubt, whether honestly or not, let the 
reader determine. 

You have referred your readers to the Preftice of I>r. 
Priestley's Letter* to Mr. Bum. If the friends of Dr. P. 
could imagine that you realty desired that your readers 
should avail themselves of this reference, they might offer 
you their thanks ; as a perusal of that Preface, and of the 
Letters themselves^ would do much to 6ounteraet the ^fect 



* A ChidstuuiA undoubtedly. Dr. P. had evident]^ in his mind, tbf wish 
expressed by Paal before Agrippa. (Acts, xzvL 20.) He was not thinking 
«f Ihiitarianism. ' 
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4f your mimpresentalioiis, and to allay the prejudices which 
jou have laboured to keep alive agconst this distinguished 
writer, and most excellent man. But, no doubt, you know 
the temper of those for whom you write, too well, to be 
under any apprehension, that they wtmld trouble themselves 
to turn to the reference. ,For such, however, as may cond^ 
ficend to notice these pages, I will transcribe a note, con* 
neeted with the passage which you have cited from that 
Preface. It contains some facts, which -ought to b^ re*. * 
garded as of no little importance. ■*' When I was at Paris, 
observes Dr. Priestley, "after a very free and serious 06d- 
versation on the subject of religion^ I was told by one of 
the company, that I way the only person they had ever met 
with, of whose understanding thej had any opinion, who 
pretended to believe Christianity : when I asked, what there 
was in Christianity ihax af^ared to them iso very absun^ 
as to make it altogether incredible ; they immecKately meri- 
tioaed the doctrine of the Trinity. Ail enemy, ai^ I aioii 
considered, to Christianity, by some, I have saved many 
from that infidelity, into whicih th^ bigots are forcing thebt 
While I am writing this Preface, I receive a letter froni & 
man, (Robert Robinaon,) who^ abilitres are universally 
acknowledged to be of the first rate, with whom t had no pre- 
vious correspondence, who says, *I am indebted to you for 
the little I know of rational, defensible, Christianity. But 
for your friendly aid, I fear I should have gone on froiii 
^'eiithusiasm to deism ; but a faith, founded upon evidence, 
re^ts on a rock."* — As a contrast to the conduct of many 
bigots in this comitry, I shall further observe, that when I 
was abroad, (in 1774,) a very sincere Catholic priest, hear- 
ing that on all occasions, I avowed my belief of Christianity, 
embraced me with tears hterally ruMiilg dolrti kisri^^ks, 
sayings that all who were called, philosophere that he had 
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met with before» were atheists, I told him, that though I 
was a Chrisdan, I was, what he would call, ft great heretic. 
He replied, speaking English, < No matter, you are a Chris- 
tian.^ At home, where I ought to he better known, I am 
considered as one who is assiduously undermining Chris* 
tianity.^ — Pref. to Inters to Mr. Bum^ fVorks, vol. xix. 
p. 810.-— But Dr. P. might be, and, no doubt was, con- 
soled, by recollecting who it was that had cause to say, 
even of himself, ^* A prophet is not without honour, save in 
his own country, and in his own house.*" (Matt. xiii. 57 ; 
Luke iv. 24.) 

Having already noticed the most serious of your charges 
against Unitarians in general, respecting thdr alleged want 
of reverence for the Scriptures, it will not be necessary to 
say much in vindication of Dr. Priestley on this point. If 
any one was inconaderate enough to proclidm him *^ magna- 
nimous,^ for pronouncing the Mosaic history of the Creation 
' and Fall of Man, a " lame account,^ (p. 26,) he did not 
so esteem himself; but regretted that such an expression 
had escaped from him, and retractedrit. As to the other 
expresedons which you have attributed to him, (note 2, p. 41,) 
cance you have ^ven no specific reference, and I do not 
recollect to have met with them in any of his works, pardon 
me, if I avow a suspidon that they are not accurately cited. 
I am not, however, prepared to defend every position on the 
subject of the knowledge, the inspiration, or the authority o^ 
the sacred writers, that Dr. Priestley may have advanced; or 
to justify the manner in which he may have sometimes 



• See his D^/btieeM of UfOktfitmimh for 1787, p* eS^Wifrks^ vol. xvtii. 
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Stated qHoions, the truth of which I admit. But I would 
stieDUously protest against the mode of attaking him on 
this ground, adopted by Abp. Magee, and those^ who like 
yourself, are omtent, in the same warfare, to pick up and to 
hurl the fragments of the weapons, (I cannot call them 
apkndidfj with which that right rev. champicm has be- 
strewed the arena, (p. S.) It is most illiberal and unjust* 
The effect, and I fear, the designed effect, of the citation of 
*^a few unguarded expressions,, arising from the haste and 
warmth <^ controversy, or the ardour of investigation,^^ is 
to lead to the conclusion, that Dr. Priestley treated the 
Sacred Writings with contempt, as worthy of little credit, 
and destitute of all authority, in respect either of faith or 
practice. But nothing can be further from the truth, than 
such a concluaion. For, though he might occasionally 
indulge in speculations, on which a less bold and ardent 
mind would not have entered ; or the results of which, a 
more cautious lover of free inquiry and of truth, would have 
kept to himself; though, as I apprehend, from mistaking 
the meaning of the sacred writers on some points, he 
may have erroneously questioned their accuracy ; yet, it is 
not too much to be said, that few men have more highly 
valued the Scriptures, or contributed more to render them 
truly valuable and useful to mankind. He strenuously 
and successfully defended them from the attacks of unbe- 
lievera ; he warmly recommended them to the serious and 
oonstant attention of professing Christians. It formed a 
regular part of his public services, as a Christian minister, 
to read and explain them to his people; and he has 
left for the instruction of other religious societies, and of 
private families, a valuable body of notes, composed for 
that service, on the whole of the Bible. By the daily study 
of the Scriptures, from the beginning to the close of 
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life, * be formed and cherished that spirit of habitual de«tf. 
tion, which not only breathes in all his practical writings, 
but, as those who knew him will testify, was sodistinguidh- 
ed a part of his character. By the Scriptures he professed 
to be directed and guided in every scene of active duty ; and" 
to them he looked, and not in vain, in every season of trial and 
suffering, and on the bed of sickness and death, for conso^ 
lation, and hope, and joy. The few strong ejtpressimis, 
upon which the enemies of this truly good man have 
laid so great a stresi^, and of which they have taken such 
an unfair advantage, do not exhibit the general strain of his 
writings, in reference to the Scriptures. Let any seriou^ 
candid inquirer, read bis devotional and practical works, and 
evea those of a controversial and speculative nature, and he 
will feel a very different impression on his mind froin that 
which these few unguarded, and crften misrepres^ited, ex- 
pressions ore adapted to make. And, surely, the character 
of an author should be jiidged by the g^erat spirit ami 
tendency of hi^ writings ; not by a few phrases caiefuU>^ 

r 

selected to serve a pactiy purpose. By this test, let Dr. 



* In the very interegting and edifying aceoynt of his cGeatb, written by his 
eldest son, the biogcapher says, *' On Sunday,?' (the day before he died,), •• he 
Was much weaker, and only sat up in his arm-chair while his bed was made. 
Re dedred me Co read to hftn the 11th diapt& of John^ I was going on to 
ftaitofkeendoflhtchapfeer, buthesibppednMaittbe45fliverM« Hed^vek 
for Boqae time oa the.advaat^g^'he hacl der^wd. frteaa raadii^. tfie ScripUixes 
daily, and advised me to do the same ; saying, that it would prove to me, as 
It had done to him, a source of the purest pleasure.**—- ilf^^moin ofDir, PriekHeyt 
voT. i. p. 217. — ^l'h« whole ateonnt of that solemn sceile, ^hibh, it is acHnO^- 
Mged, *• cgnv^'bcil:a voy Inddaqtrtttt iiiiaof tllc^ebbi)MBii(« aad^«ttrfuliieflB 
ef Ihe last oMHaeats** of this t^y> pipuri m«i, deftaryes lihe attentbn* not only vf 
unbeiievers^ lo whom the biogn^lKT recoinmends it, but of those who . have 
fdrmed their opinion of him« from the misrepresentations and calumnies of bis 
iheok)!giclCr advdnarite. 
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^riestlej^s rererence for the Scriptures be tried ; and hid 
warmest friends and admirers will have no fear as to the 
result. 

But with the writings of this excellent person, whose 
memory you have studied to injvire, you, Sir, have given 
abundant proof, that you have a very limited acquaintance. 
Nor have you formed, nor, as I concdve,can you form, a just 
estimate of his character. You could not, otherwise, have 
supposed, (p. 44,) that *^ in the loneliness of his trans-atlantic 
exile, the fluctuating philosopher, (as you are pleased sneer- 
ingly tp call him,) on contrasting the merited success of his 
physical speculations with his detected failures in religious 
controversy, must have bitterly regretted the moment, when 
he exchanged the peaceful retirement of his laboratory, for 
the virulent bickerings of a schismatical theology." T envy 
not the feelings that can move any one to speak with oedd 
. indifference, if not with Gom|Jaoency> c^ an event -which 
oug^t to awaken the sympathy of alt, but especially erf men 
of science and letters ; * and which will ever reflect disho- 



*^ith no Aich d jppaocjr and appanat want of fading, does a eeletaratad 
Fsencb phUoaopher apeak, in l efe w Bce to thta ooei]Qcnoe,«nd of tfte chaneUv 
aC thia axoaUant penon :— 

** Extreme ardour in defending his sentiments, rendered him the object of 
iMpUcaMa lictfed^ Re was long ezpoaed to evojapeeiea of calumny ; he was 
hmpmn^ fhe "vtetim of inhuman persecution. A mob, excited by the fOae- 
hooda of hla aneanes, desCroyad, ih one day, the fruit of all his labours ; and It 
was only by flitting his country, that he fbond It possible to abate the fbry of 
Mi penaciiton* But, wlk^ hia own eountrymen seemed to* abandon him, seve* 
nt Mtionacsnie tmrard to oflbr him an hononnible asylum ; and even at this 
Monaat, wlultt the principal literaiy Institution of a people, at war with hia 
natlw eoontiy, la rendering him, by my mouth, the last sad tribute which !i 
piidtoaUilt SMnbco, I behold within tAcae wdls, laany whom he hW 
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nour upon the age ahd country in which it was allowed tS 
take place. But, whatever satisfaction it may afford you, 
to reflect on the unmerited exile into which the venerable 
confessor was driven by the fury of a high-church mob, I 
beg leave to assure you, that what you have figured to 
yourself, as the employment of his mind there, is altogether 
delusive and visionary. The theology to which his attention 
was devoted, and which you are pleased to call <^ schis- 
matical,*" was of the most important and useful kind : the 
evidences of Revelation, the primitive doctrines of the 



opposed, who are^et uniting with me, {ind completing his trimnph, by tiieir 
generous praise. 

** His enemies vented their malice, by publishing the vilest calunmies, in 
periodical writings and political pamphlets. We meet with few examples of 
such violent hatred ; and this inhuman desire to blacken the character of a man. 
wlw did 80 much honour to his native country, would be inexplicable, if we had 
not seen, in the last fifteen yean," (this was written in 1906,) << so many id- 
stances of the effbct of par^ spirit in poisoning the mind; and, if fifteen cen- 
turies had not shewn with what fury those invectives are uttered, whose pretext 
is of a sacred nature! Nothing in Priestley's disposition seems calculated to 
insjMre such enmity. The controversies in which he engaged, had no influence 
on his feelings ( fax from bdng haughty and turbulent, his conversation dis- 
]dayed all the mod«ty apparent in his writings. Nothing was easier to him, 
tluuLto say, * I know not :* words which could not be uttered without great 
pain, by the generality of men, who axe>leamed by profession. 

•« His last moments witnessed the effusioni of tb«t piety, which had toA- 
mated his whole lifc^He requested to have a part gf the New Testament read 
to him : afterwards, he thanked God for granting him a life of usefulness, and 
a peapeful death. * I am going to sleep, like you,* saidiie to his grandchildren, 
who were brought to. him ;'* (on the night before he died i) " ' but we shall all 
awake together,* added he, looking at the persons who were attending him, * and, 
I hope, to eternal happiness.' Such was the end of this man, whom his ene- 
mies had so long accused of attempting to overthrow all religion and morality.*' 
.P-Ciwfef*« SukgyqfDr. Prietik^^aithe PMc SUtiug o/ih€ Ngiimiei ImiUtttc. 
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Goqpd, the history of the Christian Church, the prindples 
of religious liberty, the present duties, and the future* ex« 
pectations of man. The great object, which, as a theolo* 
gian, he pursued, was to make those who would att^id to 
him, enlightened, zealous, and practical Christians : to shew 
them on what a stable ground their faith was founded ; to 
persuade them to admit into their creed, no <^her doctrines 
than those which Christ and his apostles had delivered ; and 
to u^ them to honour d«ir ChristiaaWe»lan by a holy, 
a virtuous, and a useful life. If, in the pursuit of this great 
object, he was assailed by any who could not acquiesce in 
bis representations of scriptural truth, he manifested the 
utmost readiness to listen to every objection they bad to 
propose, and to examine it with the most perfect impar- 
tiality. He had no attachment to any opinionsy but so far 
as they appeared to him to be true ; andi was as ready to 
relinquisn what he could not justify, as he was firm in ad-, 
herixig to what he thought he could establish by saSaeat 
proofs.^^-^ Virulent bickerings'" is a phrase that cannot be 
justly applied even to his wannest controversial writings* 
He was no bickerer^ no skimiisher* He engaged in what 
he felt to be a momentous and an arduous contest, in defence 
of genuine Christianity; and he engaged in it with all his 
might, fairly, honourably and, I will add, not without 
suooess,— success as distinguished and as merited as any that 
at ten ded his phyacal speculations. Vtrulence belonged 
not to him. His language may be occanonally strong, but 
it is not bitter ; and the severest expressions he ever em- 
ploys, betray no resentment or malignity, but only a virtuous 
indignatjoaagainst groundless susfndons, misrepresentations, 
and calumnies, tending at once to injure his own character 
and to impede the progress of truth. But whatever may 
have been the nature of his theological controversies, 1^ 
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eotild not regret the moment in which he excbftnged 
for them the peaoeful rebrement of his laborfttory ; for 
such an exchange was never made. From an early pe^ 
nod of his life, tiU liie last day of it, theology was his 
favourite pursuit, and his laboratoiy the iscene of his re- 
laxation from severer studies. Even '< in the loneliness 
of his trans-atlantic exile,"" he continued, with undimi- 
nished ardour, his researches, botli as an experimental philo- 
sopher and a divine ; still anxious, as he had ever been, by 
his success in the farmer, to procure the attention of men <^ 
liberal and enlightened minds, to his numerous writings in 
favour of revealed religion and genuine Christianity. He 
might regret the stain which his country had brought upon 
herself, by the obloquy and persecution he had suffered ; 
ke might regret the cruel necessity by which he was^ com- 
pelled to seek refuge in a foreign land, atid in the evening 
of his days, far from long-valued friends and associates, and 
all those sources of knowledge to which he had been aceus- 
tomed to apply, iriot for his own gratification, but for the 
public good : but it was with no sentiments of regret thai 
he looked back upon any of his pursuits, and least of all, 
upon his theological labours. In these, he had engaged 
with a single eye to the glory of Grod. Their fruits he was 
pBrmitted to witness in a more general and increasing atten. 
tkm to the doctrine of the divine Unity, and other doctrines 
connected widi it, in the land of his exile, as well as in that 
which gave him birth ; and, firmly believing that all evaits 
are under the constant and benevolent superintendence of 
Providence^ he ^^ looked back upon the evUs to which he had 
been oceaoonaUy exposed, without any resentment, with 
respect to men, and with gratitude to the Supreme Disposer 
of all things, for the salutacy discipline of which they had 
been a part -^^ and forwards, with joyful anticipatioii, to> a 
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futUK world, *< where aQ the evils, natural and moral, 
incident to the present state, 'having answered the great 
purpose oJP forming the mind to true excellence, w^l be 
done away .^* Such was the admirable state of his mind 
^ in the londiness of his trans-atlantic exile !^ 

" From his contest with Bp. Horsley,'' you peremptorily 
assert, (p. 44,) "he reaped nothing but defeat and ignominy.'* 
How far you are qualified to proclaim the victor in 
this memorable contest, will be better seen, when some other 
of your assertions shall have been considered : — ** He was 
convicted,^* you say, ** of reasoning in a circle, (or, 
what his iUustrious adversary elsewhere jcaHs, ^ the cir- 
eulating syllogism,') of misapplying quotations, through 
ignorance of the writer's subject; of perverting testi- 
monies^ by artfid and -fofoed constructions ; of misintisr>- 
preting passages in the Greek Fathem, through igncKrance 
of the Grreek language, or through the same ignorance, 
driven further out of the way, by an ignorance of the Pla- 
tonic philosc^hy; and of being unacquainted with the 
phraseology of the earliest ecclesiastical writers. If, instead 
of saying, ^ he vra» cmivicted,^ you been content with 
laying, "he was accused'' of these tbi&gs, you would 
have asserted no more than the truth: butj "though 
hiB illustrious adversary, with great boldness, and often 
with great bitterness, advanced these charges against him, 
he wa^ not able to substantiate thmofi. In his Introductory 
Letter, in Answer to Dr. Horskffs Animadoersians oh the 
CorrupHotia of ChruHa/nUgfy Dr. Priestley clearly jn-oved 
that he had not been guilty of using the ^ circulating syllo- 



* te IN ^fwfiiee to M» liokt maUfhe »eok» of Scriptore^ pp. x viL z vni . 
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giBiD ;^ and, as to-a knowledge of the PlaUmic philosophy, 
and the phraseology of the earliest eocleeiastical writers, I 
am greatly mistaken indeed, if any truly impartial person 
eirer rose from the perusal of the controversy between these 
two illustrious disputants, without feeling persuaded, that 
* he was '^ not a whit behind*" his boastful and contemptuous 
adversary. With the candoiur which was so striking and 
so characteristic a feature of his mind. Dr. Priestley acknow- 
ledged a few mistakes, into which, through inadvertency, 
he had fallen, in his quotations from the Fathers ; but, at 
the same time, he shewed that ihey were of comparatively 
little importance, in no degree affecting the main parts of 
the controversy, and tlie consequence of haste, not iA 
Ignorance or artifice. Of wilful perversi(Hi of authorities, 
of artful constructions of passages, to serve his cause, I 
am confident he was altogether incapable. ^*I am ^ not 
oonsdous,^ said he to his accuser, * ^^ of any unfairness in 
any part of my proceedings, but have a perfect willingness 
to bring before the public every thing that may enable them 
to fom^ a true judgment on the subject of tlus ocmtroversy* 
If I knew of any circumstance favourable to your argument, 
I "Would produce it as readily as I should do any thing in 
favour of my own; and I am as willing to detect my own 
mistakes, as you, or any person, can be to do it for me* 
For this, I appeal to the tenor of all my writings, and to 
my general character, which, I will venture to say, is as fair 
as yourV^ After such a generous avowal, fully supported 
by the whole course of that memorable contest, can it be 
deemed candid or honourable to repeat, without any quali- 
fication, these accusations by Horsley ? The avowal must^ 



♦ See I^tterj to Dr. Hortkjff part iL p. ISSl^Worktf vol. xvlii. p. 283. 
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undoubtedly, have escaped your recollection : perhaps it 
never met your eye. 

You proceed in the sarcastic, contemptuous style, which 
marks ^most every page, to say, "Yet Dr. Priesdey 
must tiy his hand at Improval VerawiB of parts of the New 
Testatnent I e. g. 1 John iv. S. I^nw Xfiir<v EN aaftu 
tiaih4«ra, which We render, * Jesus Christ come in the flesh,^ 
he translates, 'Jesus Christ come gf the fle^*; m^cing 
nmply the (USerence of an Incarnation and a eowtal extrac- 
tion ! To be sure, thne is no suppwt to be found for this 
Version in the Greek text, scrutinised throogh all it's 
MSS. ; but dien St. John, like St Paul, might ' in reason- 
ing be inconduave, (Hist, of Comtptkms, ii. 870,) or in 
language inaccurate, and therefore require the supervisal of 
a corrector never convicted of ei^er C But this sarcasm, 
at least, ra^ht have be«i ^wred ; md it oug^t to have been 
spared; for it is founded on a mia^presentatjon. ]>. 
I^iestley did not try his hand at an Improved Veraon of 
this passage in John. This charge agajost him is not your 
own : like all the rest which you have advanced, it is hor- 
rowed; and it here appears in almost the same words in 
which it was originally hud by the Archdeacon of St. 
Alban's.* But what said Dr. Priestley in reply P About this 



I p«MH«. u it Mindl in tba Arcbdracon of St Albui'i 
Clwcgc s~-^ It ^pa*i«, (hat to amltm that ■ Jnui ChiiM ii come in tba 
Snh,' and to affim tkat Jenu Chiirt ii ttulir a maa, are propcsitiaiu not per- 
teti; eqaindttrt. Dr. Fikatk;. indeed, hatik abewn hlmKlf titj leiuible of 
tbc diKraoea. He wooU not otbarwiae have Ibiuid it nacenar;, tor the im- 
proremcDt <d hk ugiumnt, io rtdting (he tbird vene of tha fbnnh chaptet o^ 
Sl John'i Pint Rplatte, to change liie eipreaaions which he fbund in the public 
tnuitlation, br otfaei* whldi eontlpond far 1e«a euctlj with (he Greek text. 
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you eiftber gave yourself no trouble; or judiciously ab- 
stained from troubling your reado^ with it They ought 
not, however, to remain uninformed. ** I am sorry, Sir," 
he observed in his Letters to Dr. Horsley, ''that my 
printer, or my own mistake, should havfe given you all this 
trouble in consulting MSS.^ &c. I do assure you, I had 
DO knowledge of having made a change of a single word, in 
copying that text, nor should I have wished to have made 
any change at all in it ; thinking,' that as it now stands, it 
is quite as much for my purpose as that which you suppose 
I have purposely substituted in its place. Had you thought 
me capaUe of an attempt of this kind, you should not |iave 
ascribed to me, as you have done, the greatest purity of 
ifUenHony in all that I have written on this subject.^ * 

As an advocate for Dr. Priestley, I may surely be per- 
mitted to ask, whether you knew that he had thus vindicated 
himself? If you did, was it candid, or indeed, just, to 
repeat the accusation, and take no notice of the defence ? 
Qr^ knowing that Dr. Priestley had disclaimed the deingn 



For tbe words * Jesus Christ is come IN the flesh,* Dr. Priestley substitutes 
these : * Jesus Christ is oome OF the flesh.* That he is come IN the flesh 
and that he is come OP the flesh, are two veiy distinct propositions* The one 
afllrms an incarnation, the other a mortal extraction. Tbe first is St. John's 
assertion ; the second is Dr. Priestiey's. Peifaaps Dr. Priestley hath discovered 
of St. John, as of St. Paul, that his reasoning is sometimes inconclusive, ^HUi. 
of Corruptionit vol. ii. p. 370,) and his language inaccurate; and he might thlbk 
it no unwairantahle liberty to correct an expression, which, as not perfeetiy 
corresponding with his own system, he could not entirely approve. It would 
have been but fair to advertise his readers of so capital an emendation—an 
emendation for which no support is to be found in the Greek text, nor even in 
the varieties of any MSS.**— 7Viic<f in Conlrav. wUh Dr» PrktOey^ p. 16, 17. 

• Ldtert to Dr. Hortky^ p. 11.— FTorftf, voL xviiL p. 53. 
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of altering the common veraoh in this place, did you, with 
his ungenerous adversary, deem his word unworthy of cre- 
dit ? Even in that case, were you not in honour bound, to 
assign some reason for refusing to admit his exculpation ? 
But I cannot persuade myself to believe that it was known 
to you. I cannot suppose, for a moment, that you would 
have renewed the charge, if you had been aware of the ex- 
istence of the vindication. Here, as in most other instances, 
you shew yourself to be acquainted with the wridngs only 
on one dde. You may be conversant with the works of 
Horsley ; — ^to Priestley^s you are a stranger. Does it thai 
become you to decide upon the respective merits of those 
illustrious disputants? Are you qualified to declare, with 
so much confidence, that ,^^from his contest with Bp. Hors- 
ley, Dr. Priestley reaped nothing but defeat and ignominy ?^ 
I deny your competency for the office of umpire, and affirm 
that the decision is unjust. From a careful attention to the 
whole of that interesting controversy---interesting, both from 
the subjects discussed, and the talentsof thedisputants, I have 
been long since led to an opposite conclu^on ; and I maintain, 
and am ready to prove, that the victory was rightly claimed 
by Dr. Priestley. Qn one or two points of minor importance, 
I allow that he was foiled : but on every leading question, and 
especially on that which formed the chief topic of discussion, 
ihe existence of a church of Orthodox Hdfrew Chrietians at 
^lia^ he was decidedly and triumphantly victorious. It 
would be obviously improper to extend my Letter, already 
perhaps too long, by stating the grounds of this decision ; 
and it is unnecessary. The subject has been treated with 
his characteristic perspicuity and force of argument, by my 
venerable friend, Mr. Belsham ; and if I did not too well 
know the power of prejudice, I should say, that no one 

h2 
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could peruse what be has written upon it, without coming 
to th« smne oondasion. * 



to the same 

To what a dearth of matter for crimination must you 
have felt yourself reduced, yrh&k you condescended to bor* 
row for this purpose, a portion of a note, added by Dr. 
Hondey to his First Letter, in reply to Dr. Priestley, when 
he published the CdOectian €f Ms Tracts, For such is the 
next passage that occurs, in pi^ 44, with only two or three 
minute verbal alterations, and the addition of that import- 
ant auxiliary, a mark of admiration. And what is this ad- 
ditional charge ? That ^^ Dr. Priestley, in one of his Letters 
to Dr. Horsley, attanpts to prove that Clement of Alex* 
andria, though himself no Unitarian, might (for aught any 
one now knows to the contrary) have said something in 
behalf of the Unitarians, in his lost Work of the ^ Hypoty«- 
posesM^ Tonotioesucfa acavil is no agreeable employment ; 
as wearisome to me, as I fear it will be to my readers; yet 
I caanot properly forbear. Though an ancient work be 
lost, may it not be possible, from remaining testmiomes by 
ancient authors, as to its nature and design; from the 
known character of the author, and of other works dT his 
still esdsting; from the opinions of the times, and various 
other circumstances, to form some highly probably conjec- 
tures reqpecdng the^contents of that work ? and may not a 
writer on the dde of one party, be compelled to make such 
admismons or conoes^ons, as shall, in fact, be favourable to 
the cause to which he is opposed ? These things, you must 



■ See Cdbn Inquiry^ id edit. p. 270, &c ,* Letters to the BUhcp o/David'Sf 
annexed to A Letter to the UnUarian ChrUHansUi South Waki ; and The 
CUnmt of Dr. Prieitkfft |v. in Reply to the Rev. Henea^ Horsley, && 
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surely allow^ may happen ; and Dr. Priestley, therefore, 
may not have been guilty of the weakness and absurdity 
which, I concdve, you mean to lay to his charge, in argu- 
ing from a lost work, and in conjecturing that an orthodox 
Father gave evidence in favour of a heterodox party. His 
own w(«d»y mdeed, will shew, that he has advanced nothing 
but what 16 perfectly reasonable. ^' Thoi^h Clemens Alex-i 
andrinus^^ he observes, ^^ was not an Unitarian^ yet he 
never calls Unitarians heretics ; and since, in his accounts 
of heretics^ in general, which are pretty frequent in his 
works, he evidently means the Gnostics only, and therefore, 
irirtuallj excludes Unitarians from that description of men ; 
it is by no means improbable, but that in those writings of 
his which are lost, * he might have said things directly in 
favour of Unitarians.^ — Letters to Dr. Horsky, part ii. p. 
196.-* YTorl:^ vol. xviiL p. 266.— -Surely there is no ground 
for caviling in these remarks. 

That Dr. Priestley erroneously referred to Bp. BuU^^s 
work^ mdtled JuditAuan Eedeaice Ccdholices, ^c. as con* 
taining a Defence of the Damnatory Clause in the Athana- 
^an Creed, muist be allowed. The whole of the sentence, 
in which you allege this against him, (p« 44,) is also copied, 
with the exception of a climax of marks of admiration, from 
another note in Dr. Horsley^s Collection of Tracts, &c. p. 
985 f and consequently is a very exi^gerated statement of 
the fact Dr. Priestley, without hesitation,, acknowledges 
that be was not perfectly c^nrrect ; but at the same time, shews 



* Though the Hjrpotyposes must be included in thoee, Dr. Priestley does 
not specify that work. The direct reference to it is made by Dr. Horsley 
ooly. 
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that the error was of no consequence, whatever, nor deserv- 
ing of a moment^s conaderation. Granting that <^ he had 
become acquainted with that Prelate'^s works, in consequence 
of their having been referred to by * the ponderous erudi- 
tion^ of his ^ant antagonist,"^ he was not, on that account, 
the less qualified to understand the doctrines of the New 
Testament, or to decide concerning the opinions of the Ante- 
Nicene Fathers. Admitting, also, that he was misled by 
the title of one of Bp. Builds works, and ascribed to it more 
than it in fact contains, it only follows, that in that instance 
he.was too precipitate, and not sufficiently careful in examin- 
ing his ground. His inaccuracy did not affect the character 
of the right rev. author ; who, though he does not defend th^ 
Damnatory Clause in the Athanasian Creed, in his Judicium 
Ecclesice CathoUccef S^c.yet strenuously vindicates theanathe- 
ma in the Nicene. But what shall we say of the ingenuous- 
ness of the giant antagonist, who, with his ponderous 
erudition, not only pretended to an accurate knowledge of 
a work, which J^ became cicquairUed with only by finding it 
referred to by Bp. BuU^ but actually charged Dr. Priestley 
with following the '* extravagant assertions,^ and employing 
the arguments it contains ; * and, when Dr. Priestley dis- 
claimed any knowledge of the work, taunted him with being 
" little redde in the principal writers either on his own side 
of the question, or the opposite ?'' Yet, of this work, by 
Daniel Zuicker, Dr. Horsley knew no more than he had 
found in the De/emio Fidet, Sfc. of Bp. Bull ; and as it 
afterwards appeared, misrepresented it far more than Dr. 
Priestley had misrepresented the Judicium Ecclesice CcUho- 
Ucasj Spc. t 

* HordeyU Charge^ ^c. Tracts f p. 7—9. 
jf ** You charged me,** observes Dr. Priestley, *' with having ' produced few, 
if any, argpments, but what are to be found in the writings either of Zuicker* 
or Episcopius.* From this, it might naturaUy be concluded, that you had oom- 
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After these impotent attempts io injure the repntirtion 
of a man, whose name will be had in grateful remembrance 
as a friend of truth, religion, and virtue; as an ornament 
and a benefactor to his species, when no vestige of the exist- 
ence of many of his most bitter adversaries shall remain, 
jou wisely determine not '* to go on.^ Yet you cannot 
leave the pleasing subject, till you have sneeringly repeated 
his memorable declaration to his firiend Dr. Price, that *^ he 
could not pretend to say when his cteed would Be fixed :'' a 
declaration which has been sarcastically cited a thousand 
times ; but which, however it may be received by those wlio 
are bound down to the belief and profession of a system of 
articles of faith, to which many, I fear, subscribe their solemn 
assent, before they have inquired into their accordance 
with the words of revelation, will ever be esteemed by. 
those who are not held in such bondage, and the object of 
whose pursuit is religious truth, as in the highest degree 
ingenuous «id noble— worthy of a man and a Christian. 
You, at length, conclude this long vituperative note, by 
impeaching his credit as an ecclesiastical historian, because 
he has not introduced into his account of the origin of the 



pared my argaments with those of these two writers, and had found them to lie 
the same ; which Implies that you had seen and perused their works. I enter- 
tained no doubt of it myself; and taking it for granted that your lordship had 
the work of Ztucker, or had oooess to it,, (and it being a book that I had never 
seen, and could not by any means procure,) I desired a common ftiend 
to apply to you for it. Your answers, which were diffbrent at different times, 
convinced him that jrou had never seen the book at all. It has since been sent 
to me by a learned foreign correspondent, and I ind Zuicket'e views of the 
state of opinions in early times, so difibrent from mine, that I am conlident,if 
you had ever seen his work, you had never read it t for if you had, you could 
never have asserted that I bad borrowed from him at all.'^-^X.el/^/ to the Bishop 
ofSU Ikttfid'Sf Let. iiL— IT^rJIv, voL xiz. pp. 18, 19L 
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Christian Church, any notice of certain doctrines, the truth 
of which he denied. Upon the very same ground, you 
might question the authority of the great Father of eccle- 
siastical history ; for I do not recollect that even Eusefaius 
of Csesarea, has dwelt ixpon all the topics to which you 
rdfer. You might, indeed, oligect even to the Gospel by 
Mark, for he, as well as Dr. Priestley, is silent respecting 
any ^' extracmlinary circumstances oi the ,birth of the 
Founder^ df Christianity. I can readily allow, that there 
are many points of Christian ancdquity, on which a greater 
depth of research might have been desirable; and, with 
respect to the later volumes, much allowance is required, and 
much will be made by every candid reader, for the disadvan- 
tageous circumstances under wliieh they were compiled, 
arising unavoidably put of ^^ the loneliness of his trans-atlaa- 
tiie exile ;^ but as a Greneral Histovy of the Church ; ascon- 
taining a mare just account of the prepress of opinions coiv 
ceming the person of Choist^ and of the corruptions of 
Clmstianity^ than can elsewhere be found ; and as ^^ giving 
young persons mcare especially an idea of the great value of 
Christianity, by shewing its influence on the minds of those 
who first received it, and how nobly it led them to think 
and act," it will be acknowledged, by every impartial reader, 
to be inestimable. Let the execution of the work be com- 
pared with the avowed design of the author, and that design 
fairly appvedated, wki every unprejudiced judge will know 
what ** to pronounce of the historian.*" 

I cannot close this long Letter, without briefly adverting 
ta your attack on Mr. Belsham, (p. 41,) for having, as you 
say, ** in an unguaarded burst, which it is painful to trans- 
cribe, represented the promised Messiah as a man, consti- 
tuted in all respects like other men, subject to the same 
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iniiinidtieSy the same ignorance, prejudices^ and frailties^ ! ap- 
pearing even to insinuate, that his ' private life^ nught pos- 
sibly have been less ^ pure and unimpeachable* than, his 
public conduct ! !^ To judge properly of this ^unguarded 
burst,^ the reader must attend to Mr. Belsbam^s own words^ 
which are these : ** The moral character of Christy through 
the whole course of his ptiblic ministry^ as recorded by the 
evangelists, is pure and unimpeachable in every particular. 
Whether this perfection of character in 'public life, combined 
with the general declarations of his freedom from sin, esta* 
blish, or were intended to establish, the fact, that Jesus, 
through the whole course of his private life, was completely 
exempt from all the errors and frailties of human nature, is 
a question of no great intrinsic moment, and concerning 
which we have no sufficient data to lead to a satisfactory 
conclusion.'" — Cairn Inquiry, pt. i. § 5, p. 122, ^ edit— 
With my excellent friend, Dr. Carpeater, (to whose able 
remarks, in reply to Magee, who misrepresented this pas- 
sage before you, I have already referred, p. 55,) I corAaQy 
agree, that ** as Mr. Belsham thinks it is a question of no 
great intrinae moment, and not to be decided, it might, for 
the sake of others, have been left unmoved.^ And with 
him, also, ^^ I am sure that the discriminating, equitable 
reader cannot but perceive, (1.) That hy prvvate Ufe^ Mr. 
Belsham does not mean^ (as the Bishop and yourself, not 
Mr. B., seem to insinuate,) ^^ what passed in private, during 
our Lord*i5 public ministry; but in the period before his 
baptism : (2.) That the expression,, the errors andJaUmgs 
qfhv/nujifi% naturey is clearly put in contrapdistinction to sin : 
(8.) That, therefore, Mr. Belsham's statement has no refer- 
ence whatever to sir^id acts, but merely to such errors and 
fiulings as cannot be conudered as sin.^* To the judgment 

* CarpenUrU Reply to Mage^ p. 278. 
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of the equitable and candid reader, I leave the passage 
which it gave you pain to transcribe, because you did not 
rightly interpret it ; only begging him to remember, at the 
same time, what is the necessary consequence of our blessed 
Lord^s being, what even the believers in his Deity acknow- 
ledge him to have been, ** perfect man ;^ and also the autho- 
rity on which we are taught, that he *^ was in all points 
tempted like as we are, yet without sin ;^ and that, <^ though 
he were a Son^ yet learned he obedience hy the things which 
he sufferedr* 

I think I have now noticed all the serious charges you 
have brought against Unitarians. If I have omitted any, I 
believe they will not be found of much importance. I have 
certainly passed by none from a conviction that they can- 
not be repelled. I may perhaps be blamed for dwelling 
upon some, which might have been disregarded as altogether 
frivolous and insignificant ; and I should have disregarded 
them, had they proceeded from an inferior adversaiy. I 
may also be thought to have dwelt too largely upon those 
which demanded attention ; but this has been unavoidable: 
for what Dr. Carpenter has said of the Abp. of Dublin is ap- 
plicable to yourself, with all who follow him, that ''it is 
one of the worst features of his controversial system, that 
his misrepresentations are frequently so subtile, and his per- 
vertdons of our arguments so refined, that what occupies him 
perhaps only a few lines, may require pages to develope.*" 
I regret the necessity of so lengthened a defence ; but if, in 
pleading the cause of principles that I deem most sacred, 
and of characters that I hold in high and merited honour. 
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I have not been altogether unsuccessful, nor unmindful 
of the spirit which becomes a disciple of Him» ^*who, 
when he was reviled, reviled not agidn ;^ while I trust that 
my prolixity will be excused, I shall have no cause to re- 
gret, that painful as the task has been, I have ventured to 
undertake it. 

I am. Reverend Sir, 

Your obedient servant, 

C. WELLBELOVED- 



LETTER III. 



^ It is no wonder if men can Moomniodate Scriptnra expressionB to their 
own dreams and fancies ; for when men's foncies are so possessed with schemes 
and ideas of religion, whatever they look on, appears of the same shape and eo- 
lAv whenwltli thehr minds are ahead/ tinctured . ..All the metaphors, and si- 
militudes, and allegories of Scripture, are easily applied to their purpose; and 
if any word sound like the tinkling of their own fiincies, it is no less than a de- 
monstration that that is the meaning of the Spirit of God ; and every little 
dhadow and appearance doth mightily confirm them in their pre-conceived 
t^anions.**— Horn Sherlock. 

** To us there is but OME God, the Father, of whom are all things, 
and we in him ; and OKE Lord Jesus Christ, by whom are all things, and 
we by him."— Poa/. 

<' For there is one God, and one Mediator between God and man ; 
THE MAN Christ Jesus.**— PaiiL 



Reveeend SlEy 

I COME now, as I proposed, to examine your defence of 
the Creed of the Established Church, so far as it relates to 
the doctrine of the Trinity. In doing this, I shall pursue 
the same method as in my last Letter ; considering, in detail, 
that part of your Charge, which you have devoted to this 
subject ; and as I go along^ adverting to such portions of 
the Appendix and Notes, as are connected with that part. 
But the examination must necessarily be much more brief 
than might be deinrable ; since, as you very justly observe, 
*^ the hours required for the full discusMon of so arduous a 
subject^ are matter of no light con^deration to the already- 
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occupied student Many and painful (to adopt, with you, 
the voids of Bp. Horne^ are the rieseait^susnaUyBfieesgaiy 
to be made for settling points of this kind. Pertness and 
igiMMrance* may ask a question in three lines, whidi it will 
cost leamii^ and ingenuity thirty pages to answer.^ (p. ST.) 
A volume, and that npt a small one, .mi^it eanly be £]led, 
by a oomplete ooninderation of all the tojttos which are intro- 
duced into this part of your Charge. While I notice aU, 
or the greater port of themy I must be content to dwell only 
on the most important. My business must be not so mudi 
to establish Unitarian interpretations and views^ as toeddou 
vour to shew the weakness of those supports on which you 
have placed the cause of orthodoxy. 

Having, with what truth and justice let the candid reader 
deode, described the doctrine of Unitarians, you turn r^imd 
and ezdaim, (p. 13,) *' And shall we yield to such a system, 
from a contempt of the unfair modes of war&re used by ifs 
abettors^ an uncontested field? When» taunting us with the 
^ mysteries^ of orthodoxy, they aim to tmUe u9 ononeckeeky 
shaU we offer to them the other alao f Or, ratha:, ahall we 
not teach them that what they simply regard as their exclu- 
sive and self-evident tenet, the Unity of the God-head, de- 
pends for it!s certainty » upon the testimony of the Scriptures ; 
and that the unity of Design, which pervades the natural 
world, proves only— to adopt the definition of our own lumi^ 
nous Palsy— a ^ unity of Counsel ?^ What reason, in fact, 
have we for imagining that the Unity of Grod resembles, 
in any respect, that of a mere creature P To the Scriptures 



* Hsra I wfllini^j tnd sinoevdy n^petXycm mat&B alBo, «^ that I as little 
appljr Uww tenns to oj opponenty aa those Immedlstely IbUowing to myadf.** 
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* alone can we resort for information.^ That we ahnpk/y or 
as I su|qme you mean, Mlihf, foctisMy * r^ard the Unity 
of the God-head, as our exclusive tenet, I am not disposed 
to alloir, till it shall be proved that there is not an essential 
difference between a God-head, ccmnsting of three Minds^ 
Persons, Hypostases, or by whatever other tide they may 
be designated, and however strict and harmonious their 
union may be supposed to be, and a God-head consisting 
of one undivided Mind or Person. This last appears to iis^ 
alone consistent with the true nodon of Unity, and it is ex- 
clusively the tenet of Unitarians. We are ready to acknow* 
ledge that it does depend for its certainty upon the testi- 
mony of the Scriptures, and to them, alone, we usually re-- 
sort for information. But, notwithstanding the authority of 
*' your own luminous Paley,^ whose definition, orconcesaon, 
relates rather to the question between Monotheists and Poly- 
thdsts, .than to that between Unitarians and Trinitarians^ 
we think that it may also be very satisfactorily deduced from 
the prindples of natural religion : and further, that we are 
warranted in arguing concerning the nature of the Unity of 
God from analogy ; and in conceiving of it, according to that 
notion of Unity, which observation, experience, and reason 
lead us to form» In this manner we are satisfied, and in- 
deed compelled to reason and to judge respecting other truths 
relating to the Divine nature. 



* By micfa terms, and even worse, according to Dr. Horaley, the ancient 
Unitarians were described by the orthodox dignitaries of their days ; SimpMcetf 
in^rudewUs^ idiotte^ i, e. Simple, ignorant peracnt^ idiott: for thus that very 
learned writer rendered the laitt term ; thus rivalling Anthony Collins, the Deist, 
who translated yjctar*8 'Ab Idiotit EvangeUdis, ** by I^oUiSvangtUitt ;^ for 
doing which he received due castigation from Dr. Bentley, as did the. Arch- 
deacon of St Alban*8 from Dr. Priestley. 
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I am not aware, however, that Unitarians dwell much 
upon proofs drawn from natural religion. Thdir chief le- 
liance is on the Bible, ^' and there,^^ you observe, (p» 14,) 
*^ in the very first page, we meet with tenns applied to the 
Supreme Being, which inseparably combine the ideas of 
Plurality and Unity ; terms, which gratuitous hypotheses of 
Orientalism, of the ordinary style of Royal .Proclamations, 
or of the association of Angels, in the acts and decrees of 
Omnipotence, are vainly adduced to explain. To this argu- 
ment no little strength accrues from the consideration, that 
those Scriptures were espedallyiiesigned^o counteract poly- 
theistic tendencies in the people, to whom they were prima- 
rily delivered. Why then, it may be inquired, are plural 
appellations so frequently employed, in the original Hebrew, 
to designate the Godhead?^ The answer is obvious, 
though, in the first part of this paragraph you refuse to ad- 
mit it. It id an Orientalism, and such appellations do not 
inseparably combine the ideas of Plurality and Unity. 
That so much stress should be still laid upon the use of 
plural, forms of names and phrases, after it has been so fiie- 
quently and satisfactorily explained, not by controverrial 
writers alone, but also by orthodox Hebrew grammarians ; 
and the argument deduced from them rejected by Calvin 
himself, and various other Trinitarian ccmimentators, is 
perfectly astonishing.* The ancient Christian Fathers, even 



* Thus the kmwd Hebiew gnunmazian Scfaroeder says, ** Obsenranda est 
ilia Hebnei sermonis proprietas, qua pluralis, tarn niasnilfnns, quam fcemininus* 
usurpari potest de mta re, quae, in suo genere, magna est et quodam modo ex- 
eeOcns ; ut o^D^ MSf^t pro mari magno ; q^ jn draooma^ pro draconeprtggrandi ; 
0> jHM domMf pro domUic fhagno ei poiatU ; o^hVh numha, pro nwmine 
• im o d tm eolmdoi uwtp taitcHt pro dco mtietiuimos ni30;Ai^» pro^fi^ 
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diose who iindefstood Hebrew, tfl Otigen and Jeronie, never 
dificovered a proof of the Trinity in these plural appella- 
tions. It was, I believe, first suggested ins the twelfth cen^ 
tury, by Peler Lombai?d ; and is worthy the subtlety of the 
MomUt of the Sentences. Your own Dawson has moire 
justly decided, that ** no mystery lies hid in this^^ idiom ; 



S^^^^ i min] j^'*^"<>9 projtumine magno^ SLC-^Itutitutionet ad Fund. Ung. 
SAr, Smtl»Siotr. Gbn> ad AnaL ei SynU Hebr.p. ^—99. 

"PliuraUs Ibrma apud H^bneos de stigularibixs iiM^iitf et priBtkmiikut 
usurpari solet, wadepluralis foajestatiout vulgo audit, quem jam h. 1. ex Rabbinis 
Rab. Bechai et Abenesra admiserant» quetnque non apud occidentales solum, sed 
et apud ohentalet populos vigere monstratum ad Coccei Lex. Hebr. p. 56. 
Pbmlcscgusmodi 9b terminatioDem nonnunquam at plundes tractantur i pte- 
nimque taatnta ob signyktHmiein ringvlacem^ cum noguhribua Gonstnnuitair.*' 
.^^Schukn SchoL in Gen^ u I. 

The words of Calvin, who " persecuted the way" of Unitarianism •« unto 
death,** are these:— <* Ex plurall Elohim colligere solent, sic in Beo notari 
phues pemonas, sed quia mibi panim soUda videtur tantse rei probatio, ego in 
voce noD inaistam. Mone^idi itaque sunt Lectores ut sibi a violentis ^usmodi 
glossis caveant. Putant iili se testimonium habere adversos Arianos, ad pn^ 
bandam Pilii et Spiritus sancti divinitatem, interea involvunt se in errerem 
Sabeltti: quia poetea subjictt Moses, Elohim loquutum esse, et Spiritum 
Klohini inoobulsae aquis. Si ties personas notari placet, nulla erit aarum dis- 
tiacMo* 8eq|iitur oiim et filium a ae genitnm, et spiritum non esse Patiia, sed 
sui ipsius.'^-Col&tit. CommmL in Jloc-»Many learned writers, both Catholics and 
Protestants, have indeed declared their full conviction, that these plural terms 
contain no evidence of a plurality of Persons in the God-head. Amongst these 
may be reckoned Cajekah Sixtut Smentitt Pereriutt PeUnnuSt cuid Druiing, 
The comarka of the latter, who was eminently akiUed in Hebrew, are particu- 
larly dfBfli'ving of attention. Th^ may be fimnd, with the exeeptioa of those 
that occur in his Dia: de nomine c^inVM C*/^. Soar. TraoML torn. 1 collected 
together in an ezcellenl little Tract, by Ckngtttut^ (C. SandiutJ entitled ScHf* 
tura Sancta Trin» Revdttirix.^^To the writers already mentibned, I may add 
hmduy^ AffA* chap, iii ; and Yai€9^ B^y to WwrdHm/f pt. iii, chap. S. 



mtm^ 
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^' and they who infer from benoe both the Unity of God, 
aad a plundity of persons in the Grodfaead, not only shew 
th^Melves to be void of true critical skill, but, by producing 
and ur^g such weak and frivolous argununits in i& 
defence, do a manifest injury to the cause which they are 
«o zealous to support and estabitsh.''* If these terms in* 
fiepambly combine the ideas of Pluralily and Unity, permit 
me to ask ypu in my turn, why they are applied to false Deities, 
(See Ex. xxjOL 8, 4, &c ; Judg. viii. 83 ; 3^vl 88, 24, &c.) 
and even to men ? (See Gen. xL 1, &c. ; Exod. iv. 6; Ps. 
IxxxiL 6.) Why the term Aleim (or Elphim) is used in 
Fs. xIy. 6, aeeordjng to the common interpretation of that 
paasage, of the Father only, in contradistbotion to the Sod : 
•*«*what is to be understood by the Spirit cf God, or the 
SfMrit of Aleim, (Gen. i. 1,) if the tferm Aleim, compre- 
hen^ Father, Son, and Spirit: — ^and how it has happaied 
that the Jews themselTes have never drawn the same in* 
ferenoe from these t^ms, but m every age have maintained, 
in Aeatzictest 9&fM$ the doctrine of the divine Unity? 

If I am not greatly mistaken, you have fdt this last diffi- 
ctilty ; but you have taken rather a curious method to solve 
it. For in tUa light I consida* the note in p. 61, to which' 
your veaders are lefened. << These terms," you there 
observe, ^ thdi^ now perspicuous, were obscure at their 
first revelation, lest the commimication of the great truth 
involved in them should let-in too much light at onoe on 
the unpcepand mind." And then, by way al illustration, I 
suppose, you cite a sentence from a certain Greek writer, 
in which he endeavours to account for the late use of the 



* M» Mi$g» TVomf. ^ihtfin^ Ihrte thapieri'rfGm, 0t, U 1. 
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term Trinity (Tpta^.) Yet the HebneTr terms, of which 
you are treating in the text, are still . as obscure to ' those 
for whose use especially they must have been designed, as 
they ever were ; and on the doctrine of the Trinity in Unity, 
the minds^ of the Jews have hitherto neceived no light But 
who is this Greek writer, to whose authority an appeal is 
here made? Your reference stands thus: JasejA. op. 
Phoi,'^^oseph. can, of course, be no other than Josephus, 
and Josephus op. Phot, can be no other than the Jewish 
historian, from whoseworks Photius has made some extracts. 
The term T^<a(, used by Josephus, struck me. immediately 
as not a little extraorditaary ; and though I knew that some 
Christian Fathers had tampered with his works, I felt per- 
suaded from my recollection of the passives cited by the 
author of the Myridnbhrif that the term had not been 
foisted into any of them. Not being wholly unacquainted 
irith the karped Patriarch^s work, a little seardi discovert 
to me the real author,— one Jdbius, a monk of the sixth 
century, distingiushed by his fanciful defence of the ortho- 
dox doctrine. I will allow what, I fear, you would not, in 
similar circumstances, grant to a Unitarian writer, that this 
wrong reference was the consequence, not of design, but of 
inadvertence ; but there is something so imposing and >so 
misleading to an unwaiy reader, in the connexion of 
plural Hebrew terms, as names of God, the Trinityy and 
JasephuSy a JersAsh wriUnr^ known to be contemporary with 
the apcKtles, that I could not suffer the error, trifling as 
it may perhaps be thought by some, to pass unnoticed and 
uncorrected. 

With respect to such phrases as Let us make many 
IM us go downy ifc. it is much easier to call the Unitarian 
mode of explaming them ^^ a gratuitous hypothesis,'" than 
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to pfove it sa We have the evidence of the Scriptutea 
themselves, that this plural form was sometimes used 
instead of the singular ; as in Job xviii. S, 3 ; Cant i. 4 ; 
ft Sam. xvL 3P, &a We. also find, that in correspondence 
with their own conceptions, or bj way of accommodation to 
the conceptions of mankind in general, the sacred writers 
frequently speak of the council of God, and represent the 
Grovemor of the world as surrounded by his ministers or 
courtiers, and holding consultations with them. (See 2 Kings 
iiL 14, £1 ; Job xv. 8, xxix. 4 ; Jer. xxiii. 17, 18 ; and 
particularly 1 Kings xxii. 19— S4, and Is« vi.) Such 
phrases, therefore, as the above, we think ourselves fully 
warranted in understanding as a mere figure of speech, and 
not to be taken literally, or as signifying '^ that God spake 
to some beings included in his own nature and substance.^ 
Several Trinitarian expositors have thought the same ; * 



*Every one knows how ttrictly the doctrine of the divine Unity, is nudii- 
tained by the fidlowen of Mahommed; and yet it is very common for God to 
speak of himself in the plural ninnber, as We did. We gave. We commanded* 
We are nearer than the jugular vein, Surely We created every thing in pro- 
portion. ** Mahommed cannot be supposed to have employed a mode of 
cspicsBion« wiiieh lie could have supposed capable of being considered fiivourable 
totheTWnity.'* For this last remark, and fbr two oftbepasssgesfiNim the Koran 
wfakh pweeded it, I am indebted to a most interestug and aUe vrork by the 
celebnted Biahmin Bammohun Roy, intitled Second Appeal io the Chrittkm 
PMkt in dtfenee ff ' the Preeeptt qfJetut ;* printed at Calcutta in 18{1, and 
tatcly reprinted, with his otlwr tracts, in London : a work whidi, though 
written by a native of India, and a recent convert to Christianity, discovers a 
■ocufate aflgnaintanee with the English language; and a knowledge of 
SeripCnvesy and a skill intiie inteipretation of them, eaosUed by few 
tbeokigians; while, at the same time, it proves that the intelligent 
and apuaUa author has, with the doctrine of the gospel, hvgely Imbibed iu 
spirit. Tills ettnordlniiy man sesmsdestiBed by Divine Provklence to be the 
tastnmMDt of otiBDshrt good In the Indian Peninsulat not only by dcstniying 

l2 
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rad wiongrt them, the great reformer^ Luther himielf. 
How have these phrases been understood fay the Jews ? 
They never thought ci gpiving to diem the TruutariaD 
interpietation. And is it probable oe possible that the 
doctrine of the Trinity should be contained in such expres* 
sions, and that they to whom the oracles of God were for so 
many ages exclurively intrusted, uid *'who surely well 
understood the idioms of their own language,*" (p. 16,) 
should yet be igncnrant of it. That surdy must be a weak 
argument for this doctrine, which several Trinitarians, most 
competent to judge of its validity, have rejected ; and which 
was never discovered by those to wh<»n the writings on 
which it is founded, were ^ven in their owii tongue, and 
for the express purpose of imparting to them the knowledge 
of the true Ood. ^ 

« 

You go on to inquire, (p. 14,) ^^ Why are the Names, 
and Attributes, and Works, and Worship of the Divinity, 



the attachment of hia countrymen to their idolatrous and pernicious super- 
Btitions, but by preparing them to leodve the doctzine* and to hear and obey 
^thepcec9q;»ta of Jesus.' Of the aid of this learned Brahmin, and of the very able 
and lealous Baptiat Missionary, Mr. Adam, who has latdy^ abandoned the 
doctrine of the Trinity, as the first fruOs of the BrahmiB*s bbours, as well as 
of the humbler, but most exemplary exertions of Wm. Roberts, Unitariana, 
it is hoped, will speedily avail themselves, and thus wipe off the repraach of 
iistlessness in the cause of the unenlightened heathen, so industriously cast 
upon them by theurmoieactiveoi^hodoxbnthren. Prom Calcutta and Madras 
a voice now loudly calls *' Come over and help us ;** and the call will« I trusty 
be speedily and effectually answered* 

* Dicit ergo Fac&uius, non tanquam ullhis aiteriua ope ad bane nm 
JDdigeret, sed homl num more* Cumenimhominibii8lMBC8aibantiir«afliipolirit 
Dene loquens induci nisi hondnum moiK. Nee Deaalibquin wetuo pMpiiiB 
tribui poiast Pro Trinitate oportet ex locis evidentibtts JiidflKM argerB.*W 
Mercentt ad Gem L 26. 
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ascribed to a certain character, appemng upon different 
oocafiiona throughout the Old Testament ; and more par- 
ticularly appropriated by the Prophets^ in almost every 
variety of application, to the Mescnah ?^ In answer to this 
inqinry, I must be peirmitted to say, Produce the passages ; 
piDve that such things as belong to the true God, are- 
ascribed to any other than to Jehovah^ the Grod and Father 
of our Lord Jesus Christ, and the reason shall be given. I 
know that passages, supposed to be of this character, have 
been produced; and I also know that they have been 
explained by learned Unitarian writers, in strict consistency, 
with their principles, and according to the legitimate rules 
of scriptural interpretation. You may have passages in 
view, that have not been before dted and explained f though,* 
confiidering how closely you have^ in general, followed' 
other orthodox writers, I can hardly think it probable : 
if you have, let them appear ; and I may, without pre* 
sumption, assure you they shall be shewn to furnish 
no proof of the doctrine of the Trinity. Permit me here^ 
also, to ask you, how it happened that the Jews had no 
expectation of such a Mesaah, as you assert was the subject 
c^ ancient prophecy? Trypho, in the Dialogue between 
him and Justin Martyr, certainly spake the sentiment of all 
the ancient Jews, when he said, that all his nation expected 
the Messiah to be a man born like other men.* Had they 
found the Attributes of Divinity appropriated by the 
Prophets, in almost every variety of application, to the 



♦ To yag XiyciV o"*, ir^ovmetf^at Of ov ov7a irfo tbninart rovloi tov Xgi^ov, ut« no* 
ynryifdtlvcM miOfwmoi yn$fjuiov tirofAktiiait %at hli ov% ai^^wno; t^ av^^ctfirot/y ou fxonf 

ita^ah^vt tomi (xu tivau, aXXa xcti fAVfVt Kat yag iritv^i; ^<i; tov X^if oy avOfwitof 

t( ai^pmrwif ic^iuu>nMV ynrnri^au iu t* X.— ^M/* Mart, JHal, c» Tr\fpfL Edit, 
rar/». p, 2S3-*5. 

l3 
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Messiali, such would not have beeen their expectation ; nor 
would they have been offended, as you suppose them to 
have been, with Jesus, for nuLking himself God. Your 
own Allix and others, have laboured hard to Wring out 
something like modem orthodoxy, from the writings of 
Targumists, Rabbins, and Cabalists, but they have <* spent 
their labour for that which satisfieth not^ 



Agmn you ask, ^' Among numberless other passages in 
the New Testament, involving the same irreastible con- 
clusion, why do we find united, not only in the Baptismal 
Formula prescribed by our Saviour himself, but also in the 
Apostolic Benediction addressed by St. Paul to th^ Corin- 
thians, the names of the Father, the Son, and the Holy 
Ghost, without the sligntest hint of imparity ; and in the 
latter instance, indeed, in a disturbed order, as if in 
mockery of the foreseen cavils of coming generations?'* 
When you talk of numberless passages in the New Testa- 
ment, involving the irresistible conclusion of the doctrine of 
the Trinity, (for this I suppose to be your meaning,) your 
language is somewhat hyperbolical, aiid you display more 
of the orator than the divine. Several passages, I know, 
are cited to prove the pre-«xistence and Deity of Christ ; a 
few to prove the Personality and Deity of the Holy Spirit ; 
but I have hitherto always understood that there are very 
few from which it is pretended that the doctrine of the 
Trinity can be clearly deduced : and since that doctrine has 
been disbelieved by some, in every age of the Church, 
there can be none which involve the irresistible conclusion, 
that there is a Trinity of Persons in the Godhead. I ex- 
ceedingly regret, that out of these numberless passages of 
which you speak, you have produced only two : these, of 
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course^ you have selected as most decisive ; yet if I am not 
gieatly mistakeD, they are little to the purpose. 

. I might justly question the propriety of denominating 
the first of them the Baptismal Formvlaj since there is not 
an instance on record, of its having been ever used in the 
apostolic age. Ccmverts appear from the history in the 
AcUqftheJpoHleSy'to have been uniformly baptized into 
the name of Christ 09%.* I allow, indeed, that this was 
perfectly equivalent ; but if the words used by our Lord> 
were indeed a fonn prescribed by himself, would the 
i^stles and evangelists have ventured to depart from it ? 
This fact shews that the first preachers of the Gospel did 
not consider these words in the light in which you place 
them ; nor attach to them the same degree of importance. 
To baptise into or concerning (ck) the name c^ Christ, im- 
plied, as I understand the nature and design of the rite, 
the hq>tizing into or concemi/ng ^^ the name of the Father^ 
of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit ^^ but this did by no 
means lead to the irresistible conclusion that the Godhead 
comprehended three Persons. Had it done so, as all who 



* A foimer Axchdeacon of Cleveland, who was not easily led away by Uie 
mare aouBd of woida, nor aocustotned to take alight and superficial views of 
any sulgect that engaged his attention, felt it a great diflculty to acoount for 
thia deviation. His method of solving it was ingeiiious, but may not be 
generally thought aaiiafactory. ** Suppose then," he observes, «*we should read 
the passage thus, no^iuOfvri; ouv yuoBnTWcait itavia ra f9vf| (fiamlt^o/lts avlouc) Uf 
TO otofM TW JMnipoi* «. T. X. Go ye, therefore, and disciple all nations (baptK 
sing them,) into the name of the Father, ftc**— 2f rcftrf. BlaMumeU Workt^ 
ToL L pb lixxvii. They who know any thing of the writings and character of 
the author of the Confessiona], will be somewhat surprised to learn that the 
most which one of his successors can say of him, is, that he believes him '* to 
have been individually, a vreU-intentioaed, though greatly mistaken man'* I ! 

i4 



wwe converted weve iMfttiied, the Christian chimh would| 
from the first, haye oonsisted of those only who believed 
the doctrine of the Trinity ; especially, if we are to under- 
stand this fannula (p. 46) as at the same time a cteed. 
But was this the case? Were aU the andient Christians 
Trinitarians ? If you assert that they were^ I aflbrm, and 
am ready to provei that it is in contiadictidn to the whde 
lenour of the most ancient writings of the Chinch. If you 
«Uow that they were not, then what is the irtesistilile con« 
chiaion involved in the formula, or how can we ima^ne 
that it teaches a doctrine which the majority of Christians 
(mqfor pars cridentimm*) covid not, till many ages lukd 
past, be pef suaded to embrace P 

Baptism was, I apprehend, an imtiatory rite^ arkung 
out of opinions and practices generally prevalent in aarioat 
dmes, and in eastern countri^s^ and odt of Jewish {Hiincif^es 
imd practices in piirticular ; uniformly implying and de- 
botitlg that the persons who submitted to the rite, were 
conadered as fit to be rec^ved either by the baptieer, or by 
persons authorised by bim, to further instruction in the doc^ 
trine he had to teach. They who believed the word of the 
apostles, were to be baptized, ih order that they might be 
instructed; and the subjects of instruction are distmctly 
marked out by our L(»*d, wh^i he d^v^s to the apostles 
the commission under whidi they were to act. These sub« 
jeets were " the Father, the Son, atid the Holy Spirit i'* 
in other words, Gon, in the character of the Father of 
Jesus, as the Being by whom he was instructed tar his 
mififflion and sent into the world : Jesus, in the character of 
the Son of God, the expected Messiah, and one duly taught 
;and commissioned by the Father : and the Holy Spirit, 



♦ Terl. adv, Prax, 
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Ifaoie myevnatiiral powers first bestowed 'Upoo Jesus^ as an 
evidenoe that God had lent him ; then promised by him to 
Us disfsples^ and sinoe poured forth upon thern^ to pirove 
the reality ci his resurrection, asoenmon, and esudtatioo^ 
and die means of confirming theur woid to that and every 
future generation. * 

I know of no other senae that the words of our Lord 
will bear ; and thus interpreted, they harmonize with the 
whole strain of the preadiing of the apostles^ and of th^ 
cfHstles. Thus interpreted, we can easily understand haw 
the baptizing into the name of Christ, instead of into 
the name of the Father, the Son, and the Hcdy Spirit, 
was ftom the first adopted in the Christian Chuieh) 
lifloe evtty oonvert received to instruction, on the subject of 
Jesasy must neoeMurily be taujg^t the rehiticn whidi God 
held to Jesuit, as his Father; the rebtion which Jems held 



* ** Is it not worth nottdxig,** you ask in a note, (p. 62,) *< tliat the unity of 
the ^Three Persons here metationed, may h6 indicated by th6 use of the SRngulat 
ef o/xci» fNMi0-^-«iot 4ve|uu»m» namtt^ f I flhdttkl ii^ U to soi inQrtb nsiioii^ 
SpypcMtotf Unee Ai • m m •> >e denoted If the icObmag ftemM^ the cUipeie of 
•MfiA befiJie the last two, migbt be easi^ supplieds but the tnxth 14, that oyo/bu» 
here, as in many other places, is merely idiomatic, adding nothing to the sense 
of its adOuncts, and may be wholly disregarded. So Sehleusner understands It 
tattid8|«acek «*JWM7.Aaiii far« atoiiilsrv ioU» ▼•«.lfailb. zxff&ig^ 

c^iov ifnvfM. CoU. Bom. vL 3, et Gakt. iiL 17. Adde 1 Cor. L 1^ et 14"-. 
It is worth noticing, fbr the consideration of those who lay so much stress upoa 
this baptismal formula, as it is called, that the Jews are said by Paul to have 
bMi bapdaedliito Meite ; nc ^m MtX^nf- t Oar. x. S. And that tha Jews 
fff of thefiHDttitami that tfacy wtre dfaandsBd^ inori^miAc 
iff M$mA drigkm, o^p*)j| ^if ^l^V '^^^'MS'S. ifor. Htkr: torn, i* 
p. SSe. This hut Aft may serve to shew that the bemg baptized into the 
name of an Attribute, is not so absurd a supposition, as to be net by a sneer* 
(Cbaige, p. 62.) 



to God, as hb Son ; and also ocmomiing the supernatural 
powers, by wbidt the divine mission of Jesus had been con- 
firmed, and with which the apoftles, in the fjolfilmeht of 
his promise, had been endowed* Youmay dispute the ink 
terpretation which removes one stay of Trinitarianism ; but 
I am confident you cannot disprove it* 

« 
The apostolic benediction to which you refer, is, I sup* 

pose, that which we meet with in S Cor. xiii. 14 ; — ^ The 
grace of the Jjcud Jesus Christ, and the love of God, and 
die communion of the Holy Spirit, be with you aU."* If 
we are to infer, from the uni<m of these names in this bene- 
diction, and in the baptismal formula, the Unity of three 
Persons in one God-head, what are we to infer from 1 Sanu 
xii. 18, whare we are told, that ^^ all the people greatly fesoed 
the Lord and Samuel C ^ fro^i ^ Chxon. xxix. SO, where 
it. is said,' that <^ all the oongnegation bowed down theii: 
heads, and worshipped the Lord and the king ;^ or from 
Acts XV. 28, where the apostles say, ^^ It seemed good to 
the Holy Spirit and to us ;'^ or from Rev. i. 4, where the 
writer thus salutes the seven churches : ^^ Grace be unto 
you, and peace from him who is, and who was, and who is 
to come; and from the seven Spirits which are before his 
throne ;^ or lastly, which is still more to our purpose, from 
1 Tim. V. 21, where Paul charges his son in the Gospel, 
<< before God, and the Lord Jesus Christ, and the elect 
angels" ? 

Or, again ; if the union of the three names involves the 
irresistible conclueion, that they are three Persons in one 
Godhead, what does the union of only two of them, the 
form we most commonly meet with, involve ? Is it posdble 
that the Holy Spirit should have been so frequently 
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omitted) had It been conceived of as a IMi^ine Person,. go« 
equal with the Father and the Son ? Andi again, permit me 
to adc you, what are we to understand by the tenn God^ in 
the benediction to which you appeal so triunifJiaatly ?: 
When that temij God, occurs, without any odier, such as 
Fadier, to limit its sgnification, is it not understood by you, 
to signify a Being consisting of the three Persons,— Father, . 
Son, and Holy Spirit ? There may be scnne faint show of 
plausibility in the argument, when the terms Father, Son, 
and Holy Spirit are united ; but JesuSf and God, and the. 
Schf Spirit, seeiQ brought together by the apostle, to apply, 
your own language, ^*asif in modtery of the foreseen^' 
errors ^' of coming generations.^ It i^ not the cMrder merely, 
but the sense that is disturbed : for if, according to your 
system, God is a term equivalent to TVini^, the apostolic 
benediction may be read thus: — ^The grace dfthe Lord, 
Jesus Christ, and the love of the Father, the Son, and the 
Holy Spirit, and the communion of the:Holy Spirit be with 
you all. But is it possible to conceive^ that this is a just 
representation of the apostle's meamng ? Irresistible, in- 
deed, must be the condurion, when such passages are.fully 
examined, that they contain no ptoof whatever of the doc-* 
trine which they are cited to support. 



You next ask, (p. 15,) *^ Why, with more especial, re* 
ference to the Second Person of the Trinity, do we read 
that the Wordf which was madejlesh, and dwelt among vs, 
was Godf even God over all, blessed for ever r* Where, 
let me also ask, do we read, that' * the Word was God over 
all blessed for ever ?' Paul, from whom this last phrase is 
cited, (Rom. ix. 4,) never once speaks of the Word ; and we 
Unitarians maintain, that it is not even of Jesus, the Preacher 
of the Word, that he here speaks ; but of that Great Being, 
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vhorn he elsewhere caUb the God and Father of^rLurd Je^ 
smeChrieiy whoU bkeaedfar eoetmore^ (2 Cor, xi,8],) and to 
whom he aaeribes praiie tfX the benefits conferred firgt in 
the Jewish, and afterwards in the Christian, dispoisation. 
We assert, and not without the support of scMoe enunent 
Trinitarians, aa Erasmus, Booer, and Le Cleec, that the 
cUuse ought to be conridered as a doxology, and reiideredy 
< Heitkoie God aver aU^ be bleeeedfor everP And we ard 
further justified in not referring this clause to Christ, by the 
language of Christian antiqinty ; since it is well known that 
it waa anciently represented as a branch of the Qnostic he- 
resy, to affirm Christ to be *< the €rod over aH ;^ * since 
^* Origen -f- calls it rashness (which he would not have done, 
had he thought it to be the doctrine of St. Paul,) to sup- 
poae Christ to be the God &rer all, as inconsistent with his 
W€«ds, ' my Father is greater than I ;^ and even Eusebius, 
in all his books against Maroellus, lays it down as the con* 
stant, known doctrine of the Church, that Christ himself id 

not i tiTi ntmiw 6t#(; and o c^occiya rttw ^x«y 0€«o ' the Ood 

overall ;' but that these are the peculiar titles of the Father: 
and he particularly affirms, that whoever applies these titles 
to the Son, <amnol 6e a pious personJ" I \ When Jdhn says, 
as it is acknowledged hl» does, that ihe Word was God, or, 
rather, that God was the Wordy we cannot admit, without 
better proof than has yet been given, that it is with ^ny ^< re- 



* ApHU ConH' Ub. 6, c. 26. Tgnats Epiti, ad Tars^ §. 6. 

?!ieiv im9tiStio^^«H «w SiMifpa uiwt •itof nrt ^tun Omv* aXX' ei/Ti yc qfMi; roioi/loyy U 

viii. p. 38T, edit. Cant. 1677. 

% Letters to a Protestant Divine, 4;c. hy another SarrUter^ 2d edU, p. 173. 
A Work which contains an unanswered^ and I will venture to say, an un- 
a ngm n dfk defence of UnUaruuuBm. 
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feff^tibe to tbe. Se<s»d Fenon of the Trinity.^ It is tnie^ 
tlmt Unitama ^Kpodtors are not agreed in their mediod of 
iateipietiiig thispaseage; and it may alspbe tnie» thatnon^ 
of the methods adapted by them, are free fnxn serious chr 
jections; yet, I laafaitaio, that the mo9t objectionable isi to 
say the leaat, as {^nble, mi 9$ free from absurdities and 
contradictions^ and as eoUfpnnable with the genaral usage of 
Soriptnn^ language, as any proposed by orthodox interpre- 
ters. The sneers in which you have so freely indulged, 
(p. 62, 6S,) are littb becoming in one who, if I may use 
the term, ezpdains this pesoaflo in suoh a manner, as to 
make the evangelist declare^ '.that God was with Crod; 
that a pine, etmial, omnipreseaat Spirit was made aman( 
that.He, whom no man hath seen, was seen, and looked 
upon, and handled ; (comp. 1 John, i* 1. ;) that God was 
hisown Son, and. was in the bosom of the Father; and that he 
who was in the b^pinningy i» e* from all eternity, was begot- 
ten** I am not prepared to defiend the modem. Unitarian 
interpretation, which makes the Logos an attribute, for I 
disapprove it ; but it certainly does not involve such palpiu 
ble absurdities as that which you call the '^ more intelligi- 
ble oommentary, and the brief and obvious interpretation of 
the CSiurch of Ei^land.^ But I ndght, peihaps, ask, Is 
this the interpretation of the Church of England ? for I do 
not find that all her sons agree in their comments. Are we 
to judfj^ of her views respecting this passage, as she declared 
lliem by the month of Dr. Daniel Waterland, in the year 
1719, at the Cathedral Church of St Paul, London ; or as 
she afterwards declared them, in the years 1764-5, at the 
very saoie fiaoe^ by the mouth of Dn Benjamin Dawson? 
If welisten toher&storacle,wedudlbetold, that ^Jnihe 
heginmngy\ietott there was any creature^ (consequently from 
sll eternity,) the Word existed ; and the Word was no dis« 
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tatit, separate Power, estranged from God, or unaequaAUd 
with Him ; but he was tvith Godj and Himself also, venf 
God: not another God, but cmother Person only, of the same 
nature, substance, and God-heald.^ But if we attend to the 
other, we shall learn, that such is not the meaning of the 
evangelist, but that Ihe Word is the- Gospel. << This was, 
John tells us, from God himself; for that in the beginning, 
before U was published to the world, it was withGod; God 
was the Word, the original Author and Giver of it.^ * 
Which of these are we to regard as the dictate of the Church 
of England P As you refor to scmie intelligible ccMnmentary, 
it cannot be the first; I would gladly persuade myself, 
therefdie, that you mean the latter ; as this commentary, 
proceeding from the Metropolitan Churdi, is nearly 



* Others than can Jar (p. 62) in their inlerpr6taiioD8 of this, beside the 
•dvenariesof theChuich df Bni^bmd; audi think I might say^- but that I 
gieatly dislike sud) language, that others can employ verbiage in their comments. 
Nor is the crime of being diffiise confined to Unitarian critics, « Upon these 
first fourteen verses of St John, in the author alluded to," (the late Mr. Cappe,) 
^on tauntingiy observe, *<is founded a paraphrase of nearly six, and notesezceed- 
fog nhiety Adl octavo pages!" But to what extent would Dr. Danid Wateiland 
have piooeeded, had he continued his Discourses throi:^h all these fourteen 
verses, when the consideration of the first three extends to one hundred and 
twelve pages ? His labours, according to this proportion, would have been 
i^uted through upwards of five hundred. Such a method of depredatu^ 
the work of a teamed, laborious, and patient cHtic, is utterly unworthy of a 
tdiolar, wh« can be no.stxai^ser to lengthened disquisitions on passages of cool- 
parative insignificanoe, in the writings of ancient Greece and Rome. But the 
reputation of Mr. Cappe, though a Sectarian, is not to be blasted by a sneer, 
or destroyed by an Ohejam taiii est ! We do not hrag^ though we confidently 
assert, that we can give our creed in the very language of the Scriptures { and 
our «« huge tomes'* would have no eadstenoe, were we not under the painfU 
xi^oes^ty of continually repelling objectibns *< that have been over and over 
again refuted;'* and of preparing against attacks, that we know will be xe» 
newed, though a thousand times repulsed. 
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the same that I have long bedi accustomed, as a tlnitariaii, 
to maintain. 

If I do not enter further into the explanation of this 
important passage, with which the Gospel of Jcim is intro- 
duced, it is not because I find any di£Sculty in proving that 
it does rjnt teach the doctrine of the Trinity ; but because 
the JDst interpretation certainly depends upon an accurate 
knowledge of the deagn of the evangelist, in the subsequent 
part of his Gospd, and of the peculiarities of his style; and 
these things ctfinot be stated, without extendiiQg too far the 
limits of this puhlicatioii. 

*' Why do we read,^ you further ask, ^ that in him 
dweUdU ihejidne^i of the God-head bodily f^ I might an- 
swer by another question,*— Why did the apostle pray, 
fEpb. ill 190 ^^ ^ disciples at Ephesus might be fUed 
wMaUtheJklnessqfGodf Or, why, immediately^ after the 
words you have cited, does he tell the Colosaans, (ch« ii. 10,) 
that they are ^fitted (irairX)}; «/A€yo<) in Aim, as his disciples, or bg 
Aim, from his fulness? It ndther suits the connexion, nor is it 
agreeable to the general usage of the terms here used by the 
apostle, to understand him as speaking of thelXvine essence. 
By ihejul/ne98 of ike GodJtectd dweUmg in Chrigty he evi- 
dently means ^ the knowledge of the Divine will, and all the 
spiritual blessings he had received of tlie Father, and which 
he was empowered by him to communicate to the members 
of his spiritual body, the church/ Aiid when he says, that 
*< this fulness dwelt in Him bodiiy^ he meant that it dwelt 
in him trukf and reathf, or substantially. In other woids, 
the Christian dispenaatioii is complete and substantial, 
whereas the Mosaic dispensation (with which the apostle is 
here contrasting it) was imperfect and shadowy. (Comp. 
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ver. 17. ^y^Let it be further observed, that whatever tfab 
fulness of the God-head may have been, it pleased the Fa- 
ther that it diould dwell in Christ, who must therefore be 
eonsidersd as an infmor and dependent Being, and not 
the true God.-*-— ^Again, you inquire. Why do we read, 
that H0^had pcmer to forgive rim, (and who oan forgkfc 
rimi bat Ood onfy f) But do we not find Aaron thus in- 
treating Mosas, on behdf of faimsdf and hb sister : ^Alaa, 
my lord, I beseech thee, lay not Uie on upon us, wher^ 
we have done fodishly, and wherein we have sinned^ ? 
(Num. xiL 11.) And Saul, thus addressing Samuel, ^ I 
have sinned ; for I have transgressed the oommandmeiit of 
the Lord, and thy words : now therefore, J pray thee, par- 
don my sin' ? (I Sam. xv. 84.) Did not Jesus authorize 
his apostles to forgive sin, when he said to them, < Whose- 
aoever nns ye remit, they are remitted to them' i (John xx. 
9i.y And do not you imagine that you possess the same 
power, when you solemnly dedare to the dying penitent, 
^ By the authority committed to me, I absolve thee from all 
thy »ns, in the name of the Father,* be. i But you apf^ar 
to me^ to have mistaken the import of our Lord's words, in 
the transaorion to which thepassi^ you have cited, belcxig% 
and to have been led astray by the malicious cavUs of the 
JewiA Scribes. Nothing, surely, can be better known, 
than that the Jews constdered disease to be the consequence 



* Rownmuller, an orthocUnc interpreter, thus renders the text :— iVSm ipH 
IwMrt OHmu AemmH tapkiOkt iMiue revenu And he lemaiks, GeMknu 
3fMV9«cb.UaoniiiteUigitnrdoipsftnatiuiDei, tanq^am de eo quod habitel 
in aliquo* sed da iUo quod ait a Deo pfofiBctum* ab eoque origincm ducat- 
ZwfAeJtNitf; vertf re ^wk** In a similar manner, tiiis text, now regarded as one 
of the strong holds of orthodoxy, was understood bj CIirysQatom and Augustin, 
amongst the aadents; by Erasmus andothns, amongst the modems. 
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of Bin ; and the curing of the disease, an indicKtion that the 
un was forgiven ; agreeable to the pareUelism in Fs. ciii. 3, 
*' Who foi^veth all thine iniquities ; who healetli all thy 
dito— M ." Our Lord^s own word*, in -nr. 6, 6, affintl a suf. 
ficient answer to your inquiiy, as they did to the malicious 
question at bis enemies ; and shew that be assumed the 
power of forgiving uns, no further than by removing dis- 
eaan, the temporal punishment of them. Permit me to re- 

. mind you of Bp. Pearce's Commentary on Matt ix. 3, 6. 

The next passage to whidi you ref«:, is John v. SI : ,A« 
the Father raUeth up the dead, and quiekeneth them, even 
ao ihe Son ^uicktneih lehom /te wUL Whatever may be the 
power of the exercise of which our Lord here speaks, (for 
no on^ I think, who attentively considers the whole chap- 
ter, can hesitate to say, that it is very doubtful,) it is not 
an independent pawn : for he declares, mcxe than once, as 

. if fn«semg the wrong notions that might prevail concern- 
ing him, that of hituself he tan. do nothing. And evoi in 
the very words you have quoted, I conceive that he owns 
his subordination : for I feel very well penuaded, that h^ 

»«X(i ngnifies * whom ihe Faffur wills.' Again you ask. 

Why do we read that ' a« ihe Fa&erfcnewHim, even aohnea 
He the Father. If you mean, as I suppose you do, to insinu- 
ate that the nature of Christ is as incomprehcnuble as the na- 
ture of the Father, and that therefore he is God, it is evident 
that you have pmd no attention to the context, or to the 
scriptural meaning of the woi-d to know, on which your in- 
quiiy depends. 'I am the good shepherd,' says our Lord, 
* and know my aheep, and am known by mine ; even as the 
Father knoweth me, and as I know the Father: and I lay 
down my life for the sheep."* But to knmo signifies to 

' See Abp. Ktwcome's Truiilailon of John x. li, IS, who hu fbtlowc 
•cm at Ihe moiit juilldous crilin. 
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l(yoeJ* Our Lord therefore meitns, * I love my sheep, and am 
loved by them, even as the Father loveth me, and I love the 

Father.' (See Grotius^ Hammond, Whitby, &c. &c.) 

Then you ask, Why we read that dU men should Jumofwr 
Him (the Son) even as they honour the Father. We have 
it on your own authority, " that the word translated ' evem 
as,'"!" frequently denotes, not equality, but such an analogy 
(in many cases far from complete) as the character of the 
things spoken of admits."" % This may be one of the cases, 
if, by honaurinffy we are to understand ' paying religious 
service and reverence.'* But I apprehend that is no^, the 
meaning of the term in this place. AH that our Lord in* 
tends to say, is, * That all men should receive his doctrine 
as the word of God, and honour him as the holy Prophet of 
the Most High.' The words that he spake were not his own, 
but the Father's who sent him : they who heard him were 
bound, therefore, to listen as reverently to those words, as they 
would to the voice of God addressing them from heaven. 
To disregard him was no other than to disregard and dis- 
honour God. § Why, finally you ask, do we read, that 

He is tfie true God, and eternal life ? I deny that we do read 
this, as predicated of Jesus Christ. Our common version 



• rtvwfl-xtt; agnotco aliquem metim esse, et ad me pertinere, et ex adjuncto : 
fnagnifacio, revereor^ amo, heneficiis o^io.— John x. 14. — Amomeos sectatores, 
&c. 15, M.'-^ehkutner, Lex, in verb, 

-)- The remark is certainly as applicable to xadw;, as to wo-VEp. 

X Archd. WranghanCt Sermon, preached in the Cathedral Church of St. 
Peter\ March 16, 1823, p. 5. 

§ A similar interpretation is more briefly given by Schleusner : '* Ut omnes 
doctrinam,a filio traditam, eadem jeligione amplectantur et habeant, qua diYt- 
nam ; iUam eniin qui respuit, iropius est in Deum, auctorem ejus.".— Zej?. In v. 
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(1 John V. 20) is, "This is the true God and eternal life.''* 
And the pronoun " This,"' refers not to the nearest, but to a 
remoter antecedent, " Him that is true :'' just as irf Epist. 
52, 7. " This is a deceiver," refers not to Jesus Christ, the 
last antecedent, but to one of the " many deceiyers,'' at the 
beginning of the verse* The true God, is not Jesus Christ, 
but that Being whom he hath ^vcnhisdisciples understanding 
to know. The declaration of the evangelist is the same as 
that of his divine Master — " This is life eternal, that they 
might know thee, the only true God, and Jesus Christ, 
%ifhom thou hast sent.'' See John xvii. 3. 

i 

You proceed to ask, " Why is he charged by his Jewish 
enemies, who stnrely well understood the idioms of their 
own language, with having nuuie himself Ood, when he 
pronounced that He and his Father were one 9^ If by 
behiff one with the Father, be meant, having an hypostatical 
union with him, so as with him, to constitute one Grod, the 
apostJes^ by whom, I imagine, the idioms of their own lan- 
guage were well known, must have been greatly astonished, 
when they heard their Master pray that ' they might be one, as 
he and the Father were.' (John xvii. 11.) And much more, 
when he added, '^ Neither pray I for these alone, but for 
them also, who shall believe in me through their word ; That 
they aU may he one ; as thou. Father, art in me, and I in 
thee, that they also may he one iih its : And the gloiy 
which thou gavest me, I have given them ; that they m>ay 



* The oommon version of thii pasMge is by no means correct. The fol- 
lowing is Ahp. Neiroome*s t ** And we know that the Son of God is come, and 
hath gtven us an understanding, that we may Icnow Hhn that is true ; and we 
mn in Htm that is true, through his Son Jesus Christ This is the true God, 
and everlasting Hfe*** His notes on this passage are excellent and convlodng, 
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ie ancj iven as we are one : I in them, and thou in me, 
that they may be made perfect in ooe.^ * But they efn-- 
preswd no astonishment; and ptobaUy they felt none. 
Nothing, indeed, can be moie evident, if we ane to make 
Scr^tuFe its own interpreter, thw that pur Lord means no 
mof^ by thb union of the Father and himself, than unity 
of piupose and (^lemtion, in piomoting the scheme of the 
Goqpd. Granting that the Jews did charge our Lord with 
making himsdf Grod, because he said thai He and his 
Father were one, what have we to do with their ojusoons, 
or thor cavils? In several other cases, we see, that under 
the influence of prejudice and malice, they perverted the 
plainest words, and acted contraiy to the manifest convic- 
tion of their own mindk But the truth is, that it waa not 
that saying of our liord which, in this instance, occaaoned 
Ifa^cavii, buthishadi^ call<^ God, as they may have 
thom^, or as they pii^t^ed to think, m some peculiar 
vty, Jiie Faiher. And h<e a^cpsdiagly, with more oonde^ 
aaepqion than they deserved, argued the caaa with them ; 
and OB the groupd of die idixm of their own language, 
according to which, niagistrates ure caUed Chdef maintoina 



* Aacbdeaoon Blackbume tMiiis to luive undenloed thif lai^w^ better 
U^iQ hip pvewQt miccenGr. For he ob^nr^i. «• Thy Uoitj «f tl)^ Patber -and 
the Son, imistdthar beat) iP^ft\t]f ojl iigrecnienf, imcoi49or eimmuuripH f of the 
Unity of the apostks, muai be a Unity qf Gpdhfiad.'^^NoUi m a Paper ^ ^.^ 
Dr. Shtupe.^ fVorktt vol. I. p. 35S. These Notes, written, perhaps, whdn he 
** wavered on points of doctrine,** contain several remarks, well worthy the 
attention of orthodox Churchmen..— The most orthodox of the ancient Fathers, 
as TertMllian, Novatian, an4 even Basil, eaplain i^ wor4»iB theaanw mamer. 
And Calvin himaelf says, ** Abiisi 9ont hoc loco yeHsf^ i^ pfoha^^tp^t ChijftHiii 
e8«e Patri oiAMviTMi : neque exm Chrifftijs de Unitate suhstantiai 4fspv^ m^ 
de oon^epsu quem cum Patre hahet, quicquid acilif^ {pr»tur a UMito^ 
virUite confirmatum in.**— See Calm Infwryt p» l^t 8d edit. 
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that he ia not chargeable witb b]a£|>heiiiy, sanctified and 
sent into the world as he had been, I^ the Father, because 
he had called himself the Son of God. The whole passsi^ 
iS| indeed, decidedly in favour of the Unitarian doctaine.—« 
Again you ask, ** Why does the Father address htm, 7% 
ihrone^ O Ckfd, is for, ever and everf^ I do not acknow- 
lec^ the oofxectnesa cS this version, but maintain that both 
in the place firom which you have cited the words, Heb. i« S^ 
and in the Psidm (xlv.) from which it is' taken,; the passage 
should be rendered ^^Godiethy Ukrone^ i% e. the support of thy 
AToaej^fi)r ever and everJ^* Bat allowing the correctness 
c^the common version, thesie w<»ds were addressed originally 
to Solomon ; and the writer of the Epiistki to the HehrewSf 
applying tliem to CfaHs^ adds, ^^ih&fistare God, even thgf God, 
hath aneinUd ihee^ So tiiat if he has given to Jesus 
Christ in this passage, the appellation of God, <* he has left 
DO feasonable ground for doubt, that he did not use that 
appellation in veference to naiure, but merely to dignttg^ 
and qfieeJ*''^arpenier''s Viem^ ^c. p. 155.— You next 
inquire, ^ Why does he himself assert, / have p&wer to hff 
dawn my lifej and I have power to take it again f" You 
should,in fainiessyhaveadded the next clause, Thiscommand* 



* In thii I am juMMIed by federal «miii6nt interpreters, and amongst them, 
bj a diatiqguislied ornament of the BngMsh Church, Dr. A. A. Sykes. See hie 
PiMfhrmee oh the Hebremt^ cfa. i S. A late Irish Prdate, Dr. M. Young, 
B{K. of Qoofert, in Mt New Tramilatioo of the Ptahna, has rendeiMI the vetaa 
in F^ dir. i, THy Utime, O Princes <# fit ever mtd aw, fte. Vm tfaia, and 
oHmt freedemh aad in partjcular lor the remarica on thoee Paaltaa usually 
inleriaeisd as dieact prophecies of the Messiah, tins valuable work, by one of 
tlia most eminent sdiolars the University of Dublin has produced, the* publi- 
cation of whieh he had very much at heart, was, as I am inforadied, suppressed 
as soon rm printed. 
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ment 1 have received of my Father. (John x. 18.) It was, 
therefore, no independent power that he exercised; if, 
indeed, he really asserts that he exercised any. For as the 
apostles, whenever they speak of the resurrection of their 
Master, which is frequently, never ascribe that event to any 
exertion of his own power, but uniformly to the immediate 
agency of God, his Father, we seem required to understand 
the original word translated power^ as signifying authorittf, 
or privilege ; and our Lord'^s declaration, as comprehending 
no more than that having willingly submitted to the death 
of the cross, he should have the privilege of being rmsed 
again. He might have preserved his life, but like a good 
shepherd, he contentedly resigned it, for the benefit of his 
sheep : therefore his Father loved him, and granted to him 
the privilege, which no one else had enjoyed, of being 
recovered from the stroke of death, to die no more. 
Had our Lord intended, ,by these words, to say, that 
he should raise himself fromi the dead, his apostles must 
have thus understood them ; and their minds must have 
been so deeply impressed by this wonderful exertion of 
power, that they could not have suppressed all men- 
tion of it in- their Discourses and Episdes. Yet in 
nothing that they either said or wrote, does the 
slightest hint of this appear. The uniform tenor of their 
language, respecting the resurrection of their Master is, 
** This Jesus liath God raised up.^ In the words of our 
Lord, in this single passage, there may be some obscurity ; 
in all the numerous passages in which the apostles speak of 
his resurrection, referring it solely to the power of his God 
and Father, there is none. Now it is an admitted rule of 
interpretation, that obscure and difficult places are'^ to be 
explained by those that are clear and easy. Guided by this 
rule. Unitarians can give a reasonable and a scriptural 
answer to your inquiry, concerning this much controverted 
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passage. *— *^ Why, in fine," yon ask, " did his followers 
crave, and bestow from him grace and peacCy and all other 
spiritual blessings ?" The passages to which I suppose you 
refer, when properly examined, will appear to be no more 
than devout wishes, expressed by the apostles on behalf of 
their converts, that all the benefits of the gospel of Christ, 
and all the comfort and the joy of believing might be 
their's. They cannot be regarded as direct prayers to 
Jesus, since the apostles could not fail to observe the solemn 
injunction he had given them just before his death : — '^ In 
that day," i.^. when I shaU have finally left this world, 
** ye shall ask me nothing. Verily, verily, I say unto you. 
Whatsoever ye shall ask the Father in my name, he will 
give H you." At the same time, it is evident that during 
the apostolical age, our Lord enjoyed -extraordinary powers, 
or, at least, was often employed as the agent by wh(Hn God 
dispensed the blessings of the Gospel. He was with the 
disciples, either by occasionally appearing to them, or in 
the gifts of the Spirit, after his ascension, till ^^ the end of 
the age." By this circumstance, the language of the 
apostles was materially influenced ; but as the privilege 
which both Jesus and his church thus enjoyed, was by the 
will and the appointment of the Father, the apostles never 
ascribe to their Master any independent authority, nor 
either " crave or bestow any blessing from him, but a^ the 
Mediator between God and man. f 



* A very able examination of Abp. Magee's Strictures on the Unitarian 
interpretation of this passage, maj be found in Dr. Carpenter^t Reply to Magee, 
Appx. p. 383. 

-f* In a Note (p. 29) we are referred to a <* Series of texts to be drawn from 
the Improved Vernon itself, (though**' it is observed, ** the Editors make some 
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And ar^ these the *^ numerous tuad decisive texts,*^ by 
which the cause of TrinitariaQism i^ to be firmly estar 
blished ? On the strength of evidence derived fvom tbese^ 
do you exclaim, ^' Away, then, with the daring dc^fma^ that 
strips the Gro£^l of the diety of its Founder?"^ I an^ net 
conscious of having used any '^artifice to fritter them 
away ;^ if I have, let me be held up to merited reprobation : 
but, on principles of sound criticism, I hope I have sbew^ 
that they are utterly inadequate to the purpose tos which 
you have cited them.— ^^ As a counterbalance to these^ 
you tell your clergy, who, if they were at all acqu^nte^ 
with the works of Unitarian writers, must have heard you 
vrith some degree of astonishment, that ^^ a few passages are 
brought forward, where Christ is represented as commis' 
sioned by the Father, as praying to hin^, and as adinow- 
ledgii^ his superiority.'" A few passages ! No^ Sir, not a 



clumsy efforts, in Ui^r Notes to evade the ob\uous conclusions) poweiftilljr 
confinping the doctrines of the Establifihed Church." Tbeae texts "feHow tiie 
readings of Griesbacb, and differ from the Commpn Version. They are, J^ctB 

xvi. 7. Tfte Spirit of Jesus Ron^. xv. 29. The Uetsing of Christ. — Eph. v. 

«1. ^/rarofChrist.— Col. iii. 15. TTie peace of Christ 2 Thess. ii. 8. 

Jesua shail ammme. And it Is asked, «* Do not these all concur in ascribing 
t9 our blessed Saviour an exuberance of grace and goodnesa, a. plenitude gf 
authority, an irresistible imiversality of influence, which 0n the judgment Qf 
unprejudiced reason) are totally incompatible with the powera of any other, 
than the infinite Being?"*. To this I answer, No. All these passages, and all 
others like them, are capable of being explained, and fairly explained, upon 
just principles of interpretation, in fjerfect consistency with the doctrine, that 
Jesus was a finite Being. The efforts of the Editors of the Improved Version, 
are confined to two of the five passages, and I can perceive nothing chmty in 
them. The notes are very brief, and coincide with those of RosenmuUer, 
and some other learned and judicious critics. Want of room and time, not any 
apprehended difficulty, prevents me from attending more p^rticiilarly to these 
texts. 
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few passages : even those to which you immediately refer 
are many, and besides those, "we produce whcde books-^the 
general stnua and toior of the Seriptures from Genesis lo 
the Apocalypse. We say^ andwe think that we can proye 
it, and that we do prove it» that it is uniformly and plainly 
the langw^ of the Old Testamenti that these is but one 
God, Jebovaht the same who, in the New Testament^ is 
called the God and Father of the tiOrd Jesus Christ ; and 
that the same doctrine is that of every book of the New 
Testament ; maintained and taught by Jesus himself and^ 
in the most express terms, by his apostles^ * We a&m 
that the doctrine of the Trinity is not taught in any sii^Ie 
passage, that it is inferred only from very {ew. t aad that 
the doctrine of the deity of the FoAwder of Chriatkmit j, 
depends alao upon a few scattered texts, separated from 
ibm connexion^ and interpreted without a just legard ta 
idioms of flpeecb,. and the circumstances of the prinnliiie 
church.-i«-But you go on to say> (p. 16,} of the countep- 
halancing passages, which you ore pleased to seckoa so few, 
that you find in them no difficulty ;. you have ^' an hypo» 
theas, upon which alone the apparent disesqaaaey <tf these 
texts is perfectly hanp(Miised.'' You have '^ a theory^^ 
which,^ ** in shor^ (to borrow an expiressive metajdior J is a 
key, wUch fits all the wavds- of this seemingly intricate loek« 
turns among th^n with havdly a touch of iateiruplioB> 
catches and acts upon every bolt, and lays, open lo u% in 



" Avwty^fttkmt fiatfafiil, and imtruclive «« Summaiy Vitw of tl|e £»!► 
dence of caob book in the New Testameatt in fiivour of the principal opinioiia 
reapecttng the Person of Jesus Christ," may be seen in Dr. CarpetiterU View 
of the Seripturai Graundt of Uniiarianisnu An inspection of this Table, will 
immecUalely shew which is the opiiiio» that baa the sanetion of only a- few 
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the easiest manner, the treasures of divine truth."*^ In plain 
language, you assume that Jesus Christ possessed two 
natures, a human and a divine ; and when any action or 
saying of his, inconsistent with the doctrine of his deity, is 
urged upon you, its force is evaded, by its being referred 
to his human nature. Are we told that he grew in wisdom, 
and in favour with God; that he .was exposed to tempta- 
tion ; that ' he was subject to sinless infirmities ; that he 
prayed in the temple and in the Synagogues with his disciples, 
and in solitude ; that he refused to be called good, because 
that tide belonged only to God ; and that he declared he 
knew not the day nor the hour of the approaching visitation 
of Judaea : all these, with whatever else may appear to 
indicate that he was a man like other men, are to be referred 
to one portion only of his nature, and to be regarded as 
proving no more than that he was man as well as God. 
Your hypothesis is gratuitous ; your theory rests upon no 
foundation ; your key is no more than a picklock, which 
forces the bolts, by bending and breaking the wards. Is 
there one passage of Scripture, in which this two-fold nature 
is attributed to him ? Did he aflford to those with whom 
he dwly conversed, the slightest hint of this wonderful 
union of God and man in one persqn? Have we any 
reason to believe that such a union was so much as sus- 
pected by any with whom he conversed, even by the twelve? 
When to a certain ruler, who had called him " Good 
Master,^ he said " Why callest thou me good ? None is 
good, save one, that is God ;^ did the ruler imagine that 
this God was then present with him in the person of Jesus ? 
When he told his disciples that " No one knew of that day 
and hour, not the angels in heaven, nor the Son, but the 
Father,'* did they understand him to say, that though he 
knew it not as man, yet he knew it as God? If it be con- 
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tended that it was prudent for our Lord to conceal this 
astonishing fact, that is, to keep those whom he came to 
seek and to save, in ignorance of a doctrine, the belief o£ 
which is now deemed essential to salvation, yet surely, 
** when the Spirit of truth had come, who was to guide them 
into all truth,^ the apostles would be inssructed in this 
great doctrine, and they would have no reason for conceal- 
ing it from mankind. Yet where have they taught it ? If 
any where, it must be plainly ; it was too momentous to 
be shadowed out obscurely, and lef£ to be drawn by in- 
ference. Qut they had no such doctrine to teach. They 
knew it not. Had they known it, it must have t^peared 
in every page of the New Testament. The language, both 
of Jesus and his apostles,* must have been perpetually 
under its influence. No man, as Jesus is allowed to have 
been, conscious that he was at the same time God, could 
have failed to discover that consciousness ; nor could any ' 
persons relate the actions and discourses, or publish the 
doctrine of so wonderful and exalted a Being, and refrain 
from dwelling upon this astonbhing union. It is a Action 
of later ages, invented to obviate difliculties arising out of 
the corruptions of sacred truth. But what a fiction ! How 
injurious to the character of Him whom it is designed to 
honour ! If he were indeed God as well as man, his whole 
conduct was misleading to those about him ; and his words, 
even on the most solemn occasions, were no other than 
equivocations, and spoken with a disingenuous, mental reser- 
vation. " Dr. Stillingfleet, in his Sermon on Matt. x. 16, 
observes Mr. Emlyn, ^' speaking of the equivocations of 
Popish priests, whose common answer, when examined 
about what they have known by confession, is, that they 
know it not^ which they think to vindicate from the charge 
of lying, by saying, that in confesaon, the priest knows 
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matters as God, not as man, and therefore he denies to 
know them, meaning it as man. But^^ says the Doctor, 
**this is absurd; because to say, he does not know, is as 
much as to say, he does not any way know, which is fSaJse, 
if he does know in any capacity. Now if this be a good 
answer,^ adds Mr. Emlyn, <^ against the Fajnsts, as no 
4oobC it is, then surely it is so in the present case. There- 
fere, when Christ says he knows not the day of judgment, 
it is as mudi as to say he does not any way know it ; and 
consequently, it is a Tain shift to say, it was as man only. 
We must beware, lest we bring die holy Jesus under sodi 
a reproach as the lEomish priests lie nnder.^ * You, Sir, 



""See JM|y»% PTorkif xfol, Up, 19, where are many other very Ibrcible 
obawvatioBs on tUa suigect See also axr exoeUent Sermm by Dk W, B. 
Chamihilgf qf Amten* N> Aumiea^ preached at the OriSmefian qf the BeiL J* 
Sgetrki ; a diaoouiae. eminently cUstanguiahed by \m jast exposition ef soripturBl 
truth,, and. the deameaaand tlie aolidity of the reasoning by which it is sup- 
ported^ This truly eloquent preacher is only one of many who are now suo- 
ossaadly UAonring to dUIfaae fhrougfa the United StaDes, tlie knowledge of the 
one only tras and living: God,. as the God andFlrtlierof our LofdJesua Christ; 
and whoiia their lives adorn the doctiine- they profleai»< The Trana-Atlantic 
rigions pu s nii t aainterestiqg. scene to the lover of truth and of m a nhind | white 
the fiieod'of liberty looks to them with satigfartion, as destined by the powerful 
eiampfe of a ttevmA eqiiai g ov ern men t to check the despotr of the old wtirld^ 
andtoenoouragn tfaeeflnrts of enlightened patriotism, the ftiendof nUgloiw 
troth oontemplateft then, with unspeakable delight,] the iwtimited diAisioii-of 
pure and unoomipted Chiistiainty. It was indeed ia '''something of prophetic 
strain,*' that my venerable predecessor, in a Fast Seranon, pvaached near the 
dose of the American war, looking to the probable ends of those crimes of hif 
native oountfy, wiiicfa heboldly reproved, and piously Uonented, observed that; 
amsogst other things^ ** it m]gHt;beia. the pmposeaof dlvinrRtof idence, 4m yon 
western shores^ to raias the bulwarii of apurer retaliation than ever Britain 
patronised, to erect a seminary for the finmation of more liberal mindi^than the 
old world ever knew." The prediction is recdving its accomplishment. Ume* 
strained by prescribed formularies of faith, unimpeded' by religious tests, 
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profess to transcribe irith pain^ a passage in a Unitarian 
worlc, irhifih rejupents Jesus as subject (u e* as by nature 
liable) to infinnides and frailties, while at the same time, 
you boast of a doctrine which necessarily involves a ccxi- 
sequence, at which Unitarians shudder, that Jesus was 
actually guilty of tan. For what is sinful, if falsehood be 
not ; and what is it but falsehood, to conceal the whole 
truth, in circumstanoes which mislead the hearer ; to equivo- 
cate^ to speak with mental reservation* Wdl may it be 
said in your owu words, (p. S9,) ^ what will not the appe- 
tite for system appear to sanction 7^ You, i^eed, do not 
draw this frightful consequence, or I am persuaded you 
would at once abandon the doctrine ; but I see not how 
this consequence can be avoided. The Unitarian bdiever 
needs no hypothesis, no theory involving a sentiment so 
disbonovrable to the memory of his venerated master. 
Belying upon lus own declaration, that '< ci himself he 
could do nothing,^ but that '* the Father who dwelled in 
him did the wcnrka;^ and upon that of his inspired aposde, 
that ^^ Jesua of Nassareth was a man, approved of God, 
by miracles, and wonders, and «gDs, which God did by 
him,* be can satisfa^rily account &» all the miraclei, 
who(h«r of knowledge or of power, by which hia divine 
commissioii was provtd; and is preserved from the absurdity 
ci believing that an Almighty Personage^ i. e. God himself, 
(fi>r who but God is AJmig^ f) was conceived, was bom, 
waa miniftexed to by angels in his neoesuties, upon Mount 



ontped bgr tbs tnmm d power, iioiediifBd by the splendid emoluiiieotf of a 
VMltby rdigfcNU eftabliahment, the hmnan mind is there freely expatiating in 
the •endi after divine tmth, and in the attainmenta it haa already made, 
laeaMag tke Mwwd of hi paat labours^ and encouragement to proceed with 
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Tabor resumed (what he could never lay aside) the glory 
of the Godhead, and upon Mount Calvary expired ! 
(Charge, p. 17.) He owns him to have been much more 
than a prophety but at the same time much less than Al- 
mighty God. 

There is one topic more, which I cannot suffer to pass 
without notice, though I cannot enter into it so largely as I 
wish ; namely, your appeal to the Ante-Nicene Fathers . 
In your Charge, (p. 10,) in the midst of your crimi- 
nations' of Unitarians, and without much regard to con- 
nexion, you observe, ** I might also, were it necessary, 
appeal to the Apostolic and other Ante-Nicene Fathers — 
to Clement of Rome^ and Barnabas^ (or whosoever wrote 
tile Epistle under his name,) and Ignatius^ and PoJycarp^ 
and Justin Martyr, and Tatian, and Irencetis, and Athene^ 
fforaSy and Theophilu9 of Antiochy and Clement of Alex- 
andritty and TertuUiany and Origeny for abundant confirm- 
ations of the. doctrine for which 1 am contending.*" And 
in your note, (p. 57— 60,) you have given a sprinkling of 
extracts, in which you assure the unlearned reajder, that 
there is a most entire concurrence, as to the point referred 
to, the Divinity of Christ. . " They are meant, however,!** 
you add, " not to establish that poinit, for''-— and here I most 
.cordially agree with you,—** better Jmndation can no^man 
lay than what is already laid in Scripture ; but to shew, in 
opposition to vague and IQiterate assertions, that the Ante- 
Nicene Fathers were not Unitarians.'" Such assertions you 
may indeed well call vague and illiterate, but who has made 
them? So far from considering these Fathers as Uni- 
tarians, we charge them (with the exception of those deno- 
minated apostolic) with being the corrupters of the Uni- 
tarian doctrine. All that we contend for is, that they 'did 
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not hold the doctrine of the Trinity as it is now professed^ 
that they had no notion of three co-eternal and co-equal 
Persons, forming one God ; but that, although they spoke 
of the Divinity of the Son and ol the Holy Spirit, they 
spoke of it uniformly as an inferior and subordinate Divi- 
nity, derived from the father, who was the supreme and 
only true God, and to whom alone, the highest degree of 
worship was to be paid. This is the sum of what Unitar- 
rians maintain, and this they can easily and abundantly 
prove. Your unlearned readers are therefore here hable to 
be misled by you, as to the sentiments pot only of modem 
Unitarians, but also of the ancient Christian Fathers. For, 
however entire the concurrence of those latter may be, as to 
the Divinity of Christ, they do not sanction those views of 
that doctrine, which are now maintained by the Established 
Church, and to which you will, of course, be supposed to 
refer. 

When I began these Letters, it was my design to enter 
fully into this subject ; and, by copious extracts from the 
ancient writers whom you have named, to prove, that if we 
cannot call them our allies, neither can they be justly 
clamied as yours. But the topics I have treated have occu- 
pied so much more space and time than I anticipated, that 
I must relinquish that design, and be content to do little 

more than offer a few remarks on your extracts. ^The- 

first you produce, is from the second Epistle of Clement of 
Rome ; a work which, Eusebius says, was not quoted by 
the andents, and which Abp. Usher, Mr. Jer. Jones, Dr. 
Lardner, and many other learned and cautious critics have 
rejected as undoubtedly spurious. It was probably forged 
in the second century, and may, therefore, represent the 
opinions of that age. But to judge of these, we must not take. 
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ttyoU hare done, the first mnewoids of a sentenoe^conaisting 
of as many lines. The sense of the author, cannot thus be 
asoertainecL Read the whole sentence, in connexion with 
the whole fin^pnent^ (for it is nodiing more,) and compare it 
with our Lord^s own discourse in John y.^ to whidi it refers ; 
and it will afford no eridenoe, that even the Pseudo-Ckmefis 
was abdiererin the Divini^ of Christ-— The Ejnstie of Bar^ 
naboij I heiitate not to say, is unworthy of a moments consi- 
deration. Be the advocates f(tf its genuineness who they 
may, internal evidence establishes its spuripusness. Though 
bearing the name ol^ Barnabas, (a Levite^) the author speaks 
of himself as having been a heathen ; and if he did not, 
« his qieech ksdf would betray him ;"" for the style is not 
that of a Jew, who lived before the destruction of Jerusa- 
lem. Mr. Jer. Jones has produced ten instances of ^' noto- 
rious falsehoods and gross mistakes ;^ and the trifling, silly^ 
idle concats, in which the work abounds, are utterly unwor- 
thy of an apostolic man, the friend and companion of Paul. 
Eusebius calls it yfo^ yo^o? ; Cotelerius doubts its genuine- 
ness ; Basnage, Fabridus, and many others deny it ; and 
Mr. Jer. Jones has proved it to be apocryphal, by argu- 
ments that cannot be refuted. — You next quote Ignaima. 
Any impartial judge will quickly perceive that this witness 
has been grossly tampered with, and refuse to admit his 
testimony. The tricks that have been played, even with 
the smaller edition of the seven Epstles, are too manifest to 
allow of any insulated passages being quoted, without un- 
dergoing the most rigid scrutiny. And I will venture to 
say, that the three passages you have cited, bekmg not to 
the age of the reputed author. The genuineness of the 
Epistles of Ignatius is a long and intricate subject, not to m 
be treated in this place, though I should be far from shrink- 
ing from it, il it were necessary. The interpolations of the 
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larger edition are now, I believe, universally acknowledged. 
Many very able critics have admitted that ^the smaller edi- 
don is very far indeed from being pure ; and it is difScult 
to imagine how any one, acquainted with the language of 
Christian antiquity, can fail to discover, even in these, the 
hand of a writer, long posterior to the age of Ignatiu& -f* 
— *The doxology of Pofycarp^ I also question; and 
it is on these grounds :— That it is given difiEerently by Eu- 
sebius, (£od. HisL lib. iv. c. 15,) and diat it is inconsistent 
with all the early doxolo^es, which are always addressed to 
the ]E!iither, ihrough the Son, and iy the Holy Spirit Nor 
is it suitable to the apostolical nmplicity of the epistle writ^ 
ten by the venerable martyr to the church at Smyrna. The 
writing from which your extract is taken, comes to us in a 
very questionable shape, from one of whom nothing is 
kaovn, but that he was a n^artyr, and who confesses that it 
had been long lost, that it was discovered to him almost ob- 
literated, by a revelation from Polycarp, And it is the 
judgment of Moshdm, that whatever may have been its 
original authority, it has been corrupted and interpolated 
by some weak and superstitious person, who, in his endea- 
vours to multiply miracles, descends even to trifling, and 
ooca«onally fidls into the abstutlity of disagreeing with 
himself^ — Comm. de Reb. S^c. Cent. i. § 6S, n. * 



•f- ^ To whichever edition,** aays Mosheim. '• we may give the preference, 
we ahall never, under the pr^tent drcumstancest let us endeavour what we 
majr, be able to exonerate these Epistles firwn all suspicion of oomiptioo and 
iiilvpolatioii.'*~3f«ift. CiiMN. A; ilflAw «»!» CoMft Cm<. L § 52, & See 

ite> LardmerU Warkt^ voL ii« p. 68 ; but particular! j DaiUi de SeripHi mk 
Dim* Areop, et IgnaL namMbtUf f*—*^ ^^''^ which denies the genuineness 
even of the smaller edition of these Epistles; and, if I may presume to state 
my opinion on such a subject, has not been refuted in the Vhtdkkt IgmU. of 
the %'ery learned Bp. Pearaqn. 
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To the competency of your other witnesses to give testi- 
mony to the opinions of the reputed orthodox Fathers of 
their day, though I &m fully convinced that they are alt 
corrupted, more or less, * t hiive nothing spec^ificaUy to ob- 
ject i but 1 do object most strongly td the inariner in which 
their testimony is extorted, and to their being allowed to 
speak ohly in broken, unckmnected sentences. A dkifful, 
padent cross-exatnitiation would exhibit them in a very dif- 
fimiit chdract^r. t do hot mean to assett that their testi- 
ttiony liroald thu^ be ttaXiiiferteA to 6ur idde ; but I am 
^ftain that it Wduld be found to be <^ no gfeat importance 
to yoUrs. Ndteven ih the wo^ki^ of Bull, or of WaterliUid, 
nor yet, on the other hand, in those of Petavius, Episcbpiui^, 
Whitby, Clarke, or Whiston, can A satisfadt6ry opimon be 
formed of the doctrines of the Ante^Micene l^atfaehi. Let hini 
Who wishes fbr correct views of the sehtinientis of these 
feathers, read Justin Martyr^s Dialogue wUh Trypho^ Ire^ 
miu8 dn Heresie^f if&ikxtkm ovi the THnity, 'tetuBian 
^oUfMfi JPrMeaSj Origen againet Cehus, and his Treaii^e 
bh /V%ef , Ijxctanti/tts' Div. Institutions, S^. ^^.'f and he. 



* See DaM De Utu PtOrum, lib. i. c^ 3. 

•)• It was my UiCbntion to introduce Yaate^ aetreral extracts from Aese und 
other writers, prior to the Council of Nice, to prove that they did not maintain 
the modem doctrine of the Trinity, and fell very far short of the standard of 
the creed of Pseudo-Athanasius ; but, being pressed for time, and not ivilling 
to g{v6 these extracts at second-hand ; and also being convinced that my labour 
ii^rduld be thrown away, I have relinquished my design, I shtil, therefbte, only 
take this opportunity of requesting, that if any reader of the Archdeacon of 
Clevdand*s Charge should foe induced, by the itferences in liotes, (}t & 16,) to 
ttpA Bp. BuWt Drfentio PUei, jv. And Mft JudkUm Eeckt. CoM., they w^d 
not ne^i^At Whitby*8 DU^itWonet ModuUe^ or the ^* audacious author of the 
tract, intitled. The JvAgmad of the FaOwtt^ (p. 69,) which they will find in 
thi taird volume of the Old Socinian Tracts, and well deserving of their notice. 



tmff 



147 

and iy^ aione, wiB be a competent judge on this sub}(e.ct. 
And pf he will read with ^n unprejudiced mind, I think I 
may. venture to predict, that he will be fully crmyinc^, that 
the orthodoxy of those days was such a^ would now be^r 
the stigma of heterodoxy \ and that amifl3t all the differ^ 
ences of different writers, and all the inconsistencies which 
^hnost every single writer betrays neither the doctrine of 
the Trinity, as it is now professed^ nor any other of what 
are «aUed the peculiar doctrines of the Gospel, iiyese held 
by any of th^m. They jb^ked of the Divinity of Je^us ; 
they Gfdled hiin Qod ; they p^d turn so|ne kind qi worship ; 
they also, in some instances, ascribed Divinity to the Holy 
Spirit ; and, in the latter end of the second cQntury^ npt 
before, began to use the word TrinUy i but tl^ey univer- 
sally acknowledged that the Father was the only true Ggd^ 
and the only object of supreme worship. I do not mean to 
say that they were Unitip4an&i— fiip £roiii it* TJ^ough ^eir 
abarrations from the tnith ware not ^gp^at^ t}^ose^ )tli^ 
sucoesaors, they departed widely frpm th^ form of '(V>Vo4 
woidsibliveBed by the 6cst preacberp of the Qospel^ ^d 
invented creeds, the dogmas <tf which v^ie pnore ^* in ^cco^x}* 



tliough the author*8 manner may not be ftce fvopi olgeetion r tiiat if ^ka^ 
fbould turn to Wttetl^ntt Sanrnm, they wgul^ alfo ittteafl to the Bq^ e 
WkUb^9 «m1 flf othe^ who eoga^ in the controyeisy mtii th^t Icianied bu$ 
not very judiickni« writer : or that if they should have recourse to the Inguiry, 
j^. i(f Dr. Burg^it th^r would by no means overlook the masterly Henutrks^ 
^c by the Rev* A. Tetn^ of Bichmond^ and his J^Mrt to jDr» JUamM^, in 
vkkHeation of the Remarkf. I have do bflBtStidi in iccoQunen^iiig t0fk»mr 
fuOaX nadcr, ih. PriutlfyU HiUory qfthe CcrrvpHonf of ChrlsfiavUlffiui^ki 
ffMorjf of Evly QpinUmi concerning Jews ChrUi : wor^ which J acknpw. 
ledg* aic not wholly free fron^ mistakes ; but which contain, I will venture to 
say, more correct and comprehensive vieti-s of the opinions of the ancient Chris* 
tian Church, and of the progress of error, than are clcMrheie t» be found. 

l2 
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atioe with the philosophical prejudices,"" which they unhap^ 
pily brought with them into the Christian church. These 
corrupters of Gospel truth, could not, however,, destroy it. 
It was retained by the great body of believers, who, though 
they could boast of some men of learning and eminence, as 
Paul of Samosata, Noetus of Smyrna, Marcellus of Ancyra, 
SabelUus, Theodotus, Arteinon, and Praxeas, were not 
generally ** the wise, after the flesh, the mighty, or the 
noble.'' For as in the days of the apostles, so in succeed* 
ing times, ^^ God chose the foolish things of the world*, to 
confound the wise ; the weak things of the world to con- 
found the things that are mighty ; and base things of the 
world, and things which are despised, God chose, and 
things which are not, to bring to nought things that 
are.** 

We do then presiune to ** allege antiquity in our 
favour.'' But to this you also put in your ckim. *' Let 
us tell them," you say, (p. 7,) " that we have Creeds ap*. 
proaching nearly in antiquity to the Inspired Record^ from 
which they are, with critical exactness, deduced. Of these, 
the most ancient was comprised in the few words ; ^^ I be- 
lieve in God the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost ; a 
declaration so comprehensive, u& to affirm* at once thje 
Trinity and the Unity of the Godhead ; and so sinrple, 
that not even the humblest convert could mistake its mean- 
ing" Allow me then to' ask. How are we to account for 
the fact admitted by TertuUian, that the humblest converts 
in his days, " dreaded the mconomy, (i. e. th^ doctrine of 
the Trinity as it was then understood,) and charged those 
who maintained it, with being ** worshippers of two, and 
even of three Gods; while they held the monarchy," (i. e, 
the doctrine of the divine Unity in the strictest sense,) and 
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gloried in beiBg '^ worshipperg of one Grod only.^ * This 
iq^pears to me perfectly iocongistent wkh the high antiqui^ 
of your pretended Creed. Yet you say, ^* By Synopses of 
this description, in tjie very-earliest ages of Christiamty, 
trutl^ was discriminated from erron^ It would h&ve been 
well if you had furnished some proof of these assertions. 
Where are these Synopses to be found? I know of 
nothing that bears the form of a Oreed, prior to the age of 
Irenseus, A.D. 178 :*|* and that^ if it be a form, professes faith 
in One God, Ahnightffj Maker of heaven andeartiiiS^c. and 
in one Christ JesuSj the Son of God, &c. &c.t You will 
perhaps all^ that the Baptismal iFormuIa, as you call it, 
was a Creed ; I assert that it is not a formula, and that it 
was never used as> a Creed, whatever Episoopius may have 
stated, or ** the acute Prelate,^ Bp. Bull, may have re- 
marked (Charge, &c. p. 46). Neither of them can produce 
any evidence in thdr support 

The words of Tertullian dted by Sp. Bull, in the pas- 
sage g^ven in your note, p. 46, are not, as you represent 
ttiem, a formula; and if the learned Ftelate means by his 
^ commimemfidem exponene ait^ to say that the Presbyter 
of Carthage designed they should be so understood, he is 



f Sm Bk^ghmCi AnUq, Ac. B» x. di. 3» '4. voL iv. StOeeri Thetmr. An, 

$Bttttbei»flHigeinIien8Bii8,towhidiIaUi]dei8notaform; ftisnotiiiiig 
more tfaan a eaminaiy of the Christian doctrine eontmted with ihat of the 
Vaknthdanfc ••Eoderia enlm quamquam per nnivoMm qrirfs tenanun 
uaque ad fines terrs dispena, ab apostolis et ipsorum discipulis fidem aoospit« 
qua est hi Unum Omnipotentem Deiam, qui ftdt Ac, &c. /tm. eiv. ffgrm. 



150 

fat from corpect TertuUian speaks^ indeed^ more than 
once of a mfe. of laith, (rtguimfidei^) hut he mtsaiB by ihfA 
the lulMrtaiice of the laith, not any fbim of woida; •nor is 
my such form to be found in his writings, .or in any of so 
eariy a date. Little vaa known of Creeds befiora the 
CguDcal of Nice ; after that» nol a council was held, what« 
ever its olgect, or howerer small a number of bishops 
asBOtttbled, but it ended with a new Creed, graced with a 
due pcHTtioii of anathemas. .If any veiy andent Greed is 
to b^ founds it is one (p^en by FauK '' If thou shalt eos^ 
fees with thy mouth, the Loid Jesus, and bdieve in thy 
heart thai God raised him from the dead, thou shalt be 
aaved*^ This is our oonfession; thus we behero; and 
are tberefinre surely justified when we '^allege antaquky in 
ourfitvour."" 

I cannot conclude, without briefly adTterting to one 
other subject, mentioned in pp. S8, 29, of the Appendix. 
You therel^' venture to assure the Sflrawians, that if ever a 
New Translation of the Scriptures, instead of being enters 
prised by a solitary indiuidual (or even a :few individwls) 
should be effected, in the only proper mode, as a National 
Woik; upcxi the most impartial canons of interpretation it 
will supply far more texts than it will take away, in favour 
of the Orthodox Faith.'" You particularise Eph. v. 6, 
which, you say, should be rendered In the Icmgdom of 
Christ, even God. — ^ Thess. i. 12. According to the grace 
qfJestis Christ, our God and Lord ; — and three or four 
mpre of a similar construction : from which it is • evident, 
that the impartial canons of criticism to which you refer, 
and on the aid of which to the cause of orthodoxy, you 
place such firm reliance, are those relating to the Greek 
article, applied by Mr. Granville Sharp, and his learned 
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•upporttfi, Bp. Buigew, Dr. Wordsworth/ Bp^Middleton, 
and Mr. VeyM. A N«w Ti^anslatioB of tbe Scriptures, as 
a Nadooal Work» is^ I iSsar, am undertaking rather to be 
daned than expected. It will not gladden our eyes^ and 
that which is now used, will, I feel confident, outlive the 
credit of your boasted canons. Whoever shall hnye the 
honour of aoeompBshtng this great work, they will, I doubt 
not, be too wise to be guided by roles of cmistruotionwhidi 
cannot stand the test of a ligid examintdon; whidi have been 
most satisfaetorily demonstrated tobe imperfeotandfallacious. 
That the texts you have quoted, and others similar tothem, 
should be translate^ according to these rales, yoq have as- 
serted, without any proof. In the same brief maimer, I 
must be allowed to assert, that tbeyidiould not; and the 
common translation of them cannot be so materially dianged, 
without entirely misre|»esenting the meaning of the original 
authors. To justify this assertion, that is, to shew theiU- 
lacy of these rules, would require more leisure than I can 
now command, and ampler spaee than these Letters will 
allow. Nor is this necessary. The subject has been fully 
discussed, and the fallacy of these rules most satisfactorily 
proved^ by a veiy acuta, thoi^^ perhaps, not a sufficiently 
grave writer, stiling himself Gngoiy Blunt, in Siw Mtun 
heUera to Gr. Sharps; by the Rev. Calvin Winitanley, in 
J Vindic(Uian of certain Paswges in the common EngKuk 
Version^ 4rc, ; * and by a critic in the l^Cgntbiy Beview» N« 



* Thii admMde w«k, by as mihoAox Cierg3rnMui of the Church of £]^- 
Uii4» f<M > fi fa fa| gs Iflnned* brU; yet ompteto rdbtatioii of Mr. 0. Sharp** 

c>Q<»8, was a^p||r«aNd, iwe vwy long allir its hw^^ 
believe, have nerer been stated. Happily, it ba4 pfeviously reached Anmp^ 
and He merits being duly appreciated by the liberal theologians of that oountty, 
it iiae been there reprinted, at the press df the Univerrity of Cambridge. It is 
Bo<* tiMrsiNV, lest to Uw werid 
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6. vuL 68 and 67> who, in his remarks on the puUicadons 
of Bp. Middleton and Mr. Veysie, has proved himself a 
master in his art. That canons of interpretation, which 
render adocirine of the U^est moment, dependent for some 
of its strongest evidence on a nicety of Greek construction, 
that aj^iears to have been dther unobserved, or unapplied, 
by the ablest translat<»s and critics of all preceding ages, 
could not be established by any modem ingenuity or learn- 
ing, might be fairly presumed, previous to any examination ; 
and the scrutiny which they have undergone, in the works 
to which I have referred, has confirmed this f»iesumpti<»i, 
and clearly shewn, that while they Would lead to an inter- 
pretatioo, exhibiting the sacred penmen in unfavourable 
ooburs, irreooncileable with the ufnightness that character- 
ises their writings, they are themselves devoid of that plain- 
ness and sinqplicity, which axe amongst the sui^t marks of 
truth. . 

But it is time to conclude these Letters, which have ex- 
tended far beyond what I had anticipated. If I have* 
passed over any topics of importance, it is because, in the 
midst of so many, they have escaped my notice : If I have 
busied myself about what may be deemed trifles, it is 
because you appeared to ky no little stress upon them ; 
and I thought they might unduly impress the minds of 
others— <• Hae nu^ae seria ducent In mala.'' The task which 
I have now accomplished, was undertaken from a principle 
of duty ; and under thC influence of that principle, I trust 
it has been performed. I foresaw that it would be irksome 
md painful, and so it has proved I have had to examine 



M« 



[ 



153 

objecUons which have been repeatedly answered, and to re» 
pel calumnies which have been a thousand times refuted >; 
aad I have been under the neceseity of speaking of yourself, 
in a( way that has given memuch pain, and which, if possible, 
I would gladly have avoided. I^ ih vindicatkig the doc- 
trines you have so bitterly opposed, and the. characters you 
have so wrongAilly aspersed, there has been any thing in 
my mann^ needlessly harsh and offensive; if I have been 
betrayed into any thing unbecoming a scholar and a Chris- 
tian, I here avow my uncere regret, and toider a willing 
aixdogy. And if I have, in taty iawtahce, misapprehended 
your wordfi^ imd attributed to them a meaning which they 
will not bear, or which you did not deeign them to express; 
or if I have fallen into errors of any other kind, I require 
only to be convinced, in order publicly to acknowledge an4 
correct th^ In such case, only, am I disposed again 
to notice the subjects of these Letiars. I have no fondness 
for controversy, nor any wish to acquire, by practice, ^^pole- 
mical dexterity.** The character of a controveraaHst I have 
now sustained for the first time : I willingly lay it down, to 
be resumed no more. *^Hic csrotus artemque rqpono:*' 
and I cheerfully return to occupations more congenial with 
my spirit, and, as I trust, productive of more certain and 
more lasting good. 

I ain> Reverend Sir, 

Your obedient servant, 

C. WELLBELOVED. 



YoBK, April 6, 1823. 
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POSTSCKJPT. 

Whim the last sheet of this seoondf edition wm 
gobg through the pms, I received Kemie'tf BaOiJmirnal 
^fMoudagf^ Od. SO, oontaming a long letter uddiesaed to 
me by the Rev, T. Falcpner, in consequenoe of my baving, 
as he supposed, nMsunderstood a passage in the Pieface tp 
his < Banpton Leetores,* and eked above in p^^ 46i I 
take this opportunity of baling that vfaen I qioke of <^ jtbe 
JMgotry erf the learned body to wlueh he fa^mgs,^ I did 
not intend <)o pass a oensiire on the dergy in g^eral F(^ 
frmn it. I have the hapiiineSB of being ao(|uftitiled witil 
many individuals of ihk body, whom I highly mteem and 
honour as men of a >t|*u]y candid^ catholifl, and ishiisjtian 
qfnrit But I eoneeiveid tha^ when Mr^ F. spoke cf ^^ Iqcal 
inquifflton apd famiiarfr,* be attudcd^ to a body of pl^^gy 
in some pa]<tidukr place ; andtcopajd^ring wfaffly tjb^ S^roiPiliA 
were preaelied and prints, and m^ ^4fi?f i^g vI^;qqp tfop 
dedieaition was dated, I conclude tPfi^ hazily, jt^t it^ 
plaee was Qxford. Tha oensure^ tfi^pefc^, cp^v^y^ i^ 
Mr. Falconer's wosds, I ecm^^ired as b^lpi^ging pe^sidi^rly 
to the dergy in that. UoWersHy* ^Mt it appea,rs from 
Ins letter^ that I was wmifkWf wd th^ be 9llude4 to 
some of the clergy in Oxford, and to some in B^tli j who 
will not thank him, I im^gip^^ on account either of them- 
selves, or of their brethren in general, forhaving " enumer- 
ated the particulars the allusion comprised.'*' 

aw. 

Oct. 23, 182S. 



FINIS. 



•• .- 






- > '.ri0^.~ '^^ W>mSm 



•«■■*■ 



^ 



Sharihf wM be published, 

BY THE SAMB AUTHOR, 

UNITARIANS NOT GUILTY OF DENYING THE 
TJOKD WHO BOUGHT THEM ; 

A SERMON, 

Prmeked hefim ike UnUarian AstodaiUm ofHuU, Sfc. S^e. an 

Thursday, Sept. 18^ 1623. 
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LETTER I. 



Sv roi Xcyci^ wy> 9vin eyu* ^v yap foiei^ 

Twpyy^ ra ^€fya rovf ktywt €vfiaJt€Tou>^^Sqph. 

"Noa leeuso damnari ab omnibus emditiB et bonis viris, 8irationeffi» qui 
ttie tiMor, similem advenaiioram iracundis et iniquis scriptis judicent-^Ci^lc* 



Reverend Sir, 

AcooRDiMO to the strict import of the words with 
which I coDcloded the third of the Letters that I lately 
took the liberty of addressing to you, I might very fair- 
ly bold myself excused from Doticing the Reply you 
have coodesceoded to make to them, in the Appendix 
to your last Charge. For, amidst all the caustic sneers, 
and the bitter sarcasms in which that Appendix 
abounds, you have not convicted me of >" any thing need- 
lessly harsh and offensive in my manner ;** of having, 
'* in any instance, misapprehended your words, and at- 
tributed to them a meaning which they will not bear, 
or which you did not design them to express ;*' or of 
having fallen into material ** errors of any other kind.*^ 
In case of your doing this, and only in such a case, I 
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declared my williogness again to notice the sobjecti of 
those Letters, that I might publicly own and retract my 
errors. Yet, on carefully perusing your Appendix, I 
feel that I cannot, with propriety, remain silent. How- 
ever averse from controversy, especially on topics which 
have long, if not fruitlessly, engaged the talents of far 
abler disputants, and which, it appears, can hardly be 
carried on with mildness and good temper ; and how- 
ever unwilling, in the waning time of life, to be 
diverted from occupations, which, notwithstanding your 
contemptuous rebukes, I deem important and useful;* 
were I to be silent, I should be wanting in a due respect 
for that reputation, of whiob so om w\w deserves it, 
can think lightly, or foil to be jeakMis; in a just canemtn 
for the credit of some illustrious advocates of Unitarian- 
ism, against whom yon bare thought fit to bring fresh 
accusations ; and in zeal for that faith which I conscien- 
tiously regard as most honourable to God, and most 
beneficial to man, and which with more impetuosity 
than skfTI, you have ag^in assailed. I hope t know 
myself, so well at least, as to be able, most sincerely to 
avow that it is not any fondness for ** the puerile luxury 
of having the last word,*' that induces me to resume 
the character of a controversialist, which I had hoped 
.to sustain only once, but a conviction that it is a sacred 
duty which I owe to the cause of religious truth. You. 
have gathered up and hurled again, the shattered 
fragments of your " splendid weapons,** — " the rem- 
nants of the former fray ;" and though by repeHiog 
these, I may do little or no good, by retiring, as if < 



* Qui noK tantum nsculi nd cavM^, ted etiam propter pBtieriiMtem mamim 
niaSf niti plane neceise tit, j;c.— Cleric. 
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diseovlUed and disabled, I migbt give ocoasion for an 
QMeealy triumpb. Much tgaiost my mil, tberefore, 
I un eomp^Ued to renew tbe contest. And it i^ my 
riooere and earnest prayer tbat the God of justice and 
of troth may finally grant snccess to that caqse, on 
wbi^h ever side it may be, to vhiob justice and tf «tb 
belong. 

Althongh you have not convicted me of any of those 
errors for which, if proved against me, I profejsed 
myself willing publicly to apologise, yet yoo bi^ve ac* 
ensed me of several improprieties in the management of 
the controversy. You complain of my having mani<» 
teted a very bad temper, of having indplged in << habit^* 
uaJ sarcasms," of having '' snfFered myself to be betrayed 
into uncivil personalities," Ac, 4c. If this were rt^ally 
the case, I might surely be permitted to ask^ who set 
flie the example? Or, who has followed it ? Th^ bad 
tmiper, the uncivil personalitie?, the sneers, and sar* 
caams, which deform ^vety page of the Appendix to 
yoor last Charge, will not have escaped the notice of 
the most careless eye, nor have Called to meet with the 
reprobation of the most candid spirit; and as to the 
preeeding Chftrge, iU Notes and Appendix, which called 
forth the '^verboaa et grandi^ BpistoTiA," if they 
did not abound in personalities, and sneers, and sar* 
easms, I have yet to learn what these terms signify. It 
is true indeed, that you there " deprecate all penonal 
application <>f what yoo state conoeniing Sociniaoism, 
w n sect, to your respectable correspondent'* Capt, 
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Thrush ; bat is there do personal application of the most 
offensive nature to others? I say nothing of joar hn- 
imputing sciolism, or fgoorance^ to Unitarian writers 
in general, or of yonr designating the works of Cogan, 
Carpenter; and others, in particular, as a *^ nauseating 
crambe recocta.^* But is there nothing personal in your 
sarcastic remarks on the * Trans-atlantic Exiiey' and 
on the Editors of the Improved Version of the New 
Testament ? Is there no nncivil personality in charging 
such a man as Priestley with ^^ perverting testimonies 
by artful constructions;*' and in representing Mr* 
Belsham, well known to be the principal, if not the sole 
Editor of the Improved Version, as in the title of that 
work deltberately- practising an imposition upon the 
public? Do the vituperations you have multiplied against 
these '* apostles*' of Unitarianism, cleave to their works^ 
to their arguments, or to their cause alone? Do they not 
tend, are they not designed, to injure their reputation, 
not as authors but as men ; to rmn their character^ and 
to make them contemptible or hateful in the ^yes of 
the public ? The plain, the intelligible, and, may I not 
add, the intended language of the accusations you have 
brought against each of these zealous defenders of the 
Unitarian doctrine is, ** Hie niger est, hunc tn, Romane, 
caveto.*' And I will venture to say that no one who 
read your Third Charge, with its Appendages, trust- 
ing implicitly to your quotations, and your reasoning 
upon them, could rise from the perusal without feelings 
of dislike and abhorrence, not of the doctrine of Unita- 
rianism alone, but of th*e persons of its most eminent 
advocates. I again acknowledge that I could not ob- 
serve the contem|>tuous manner in which you treat 
the sect< of Unitarians, and the stain you labour to 



fix on the reputation of ineo whom I have long been 
altscustomed most bighlj to esteem for the sake of 
tfaeir yirtaes, no less than their talents, without a 
lively feeling of indignation ; and under the influence 
of that feeling, I wrote. '' Facit indignatio Epistolaii." 
You were at perfect liberty to sneer at otir Creed, or 
our ** No-Creed,'* to ridicule our attempts to support it, 
to represent them in the light in which you might se- 
riously regard them, and to warn your clergy and 
others against being led away by what you deem our 
errors ; and in the exercise of this liberty, I think I 
should have been so little fearful of the result as not to 
have molested you. But when you chose to represent 
these as the errors, not of the understanding, but of the 
heart; when you assailed our good character, and 
taught your clergy to believe that we were not only 
Ignorant, but artful; destitute, not only of learning, but 
of honesty ; ready to practise every artifice to serve our 
cause, willing to employ every' means, however dis- 
honourable, that might promote our views ; when I 
perceived that the inevitable impression that youjr pam- 
phlet was calculated to make, was not only that our 
creed was erroneous, but the men who defended it were 
bad; and that these accusations were, as might be ap- 
prehended, adding greatly to the prejudices against us, 
amongst those who had not the means of detecting their 
falsehood* I was provoked to oppositlbn. Writing 
under the impulse of emotions which 1 might be justly 
ashamed of myself not to have experienced, expressions 
may have escaped me, which, in other circumstances, 
I should not have employed, which, perhaps, in no 
circumstances, can be justified. On revising the 
' Three Lettvra,^ when, contrary to my expectation, a 
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second Edition was demanded, a few such expressions at 
tfae suggestioD of an impartial friendy were caneelled# * 
And if any other impartial peivon (for neitlieT you nor 
I, Sir, are proper judges of eacli otiier's temper and 
condoct, or of our own, in (bis controversy) wttl point 
out, either in my former, or my present Letters lo yoo, 
any offenee against the law of good maoDers, or of 
Christian charity, I pledge myself openly to acknow- 
ledge my fiault, and from the pnblio and yourself^ to 
eue for pardon. 

If I have ** suffered myself to be betrayed into per- 
sonalities,*^ and even ** uncivil personalities;" have they 
not been such as were the unavoidable consequence of 
the mode of attack which you had adopted ? From the 
works ot preceding writers, you repeated what I consi- 
dered calumnies, and what had been fully proved to be 
such in the worst sense of the term : and although I 
did not believe that you had repeated them with pre- 
cisely tfae same motives, by which they, from whom you 
borrowed them, had been influenced, I could not but 
regard you as, in some degree, involved in their guilt. 
I acquitted you, in my own mind, of any malignant 
intention, but judged you to be highly censurable for 
repeating, with the evident design of vilifying the cha* 
racter of Unitarians, charges of so serious a nature, 
the grounds of which you had not been at the pains to 
examine. Whatever may have been your motives, the 
charges you brought against Unitarians and Unitarian- 

* While Uiis sheet was in the hands of the printer, my friend londfy ponit- 
ed out to me a passage in the note, p. 65, which he had overlooked, and in 
which the epithet aUumnioHng is retained. As it was my design to ^xpuq^e 
every term which might be thought oiTensive, I regret that it was not cancel- 
led with others of the same kind, in the Second Edition. 
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iMB, w«K grouftdksa charges. Such I have proved. 
tfaem; «Dd to speb I faAve beeo accustomed to «pply> 
perhaps not in itt most commoo aoceptatioo, but yet 
•al without the authority of Dr. Johnson,* the term 
«atomnjr. ¥od farther cited pSEsages from Unitariaa 
wcitm, ia aaeb a nwoDer as to laiirepraseDt the meaa- 
iag of the Authon ; yon reasoned upon those passages 
so M to cast ao unnterited censure both oa the doctrines 
and on the advocates of Unitarjanism > and you withheld 
what ffonld bare giveo a different complexion tothese 
passages, aid prevented any offence. Is such .condoctt 
whether it proceed from design or carelessness, >fair and 
boDOurable t Is it strictly consistent with justice and 
truth? Let any impartial person judge between us. 
" My adversary," jou say«.(.p.^ S2,) "appears to think 
ibe terms Calnmniator and Liar, fair weapons in theo- 
logical warfare " Not Sir, in warfare purely theolo- 
gioai. And if I have used such expressions, or any 
equivalent to them, which the methods adopted by the 
assailants did not warrant me to use, let me be held 
unworthy to have eatered the lists, and reprobated as 
having "contended nnlaw^ully." Whatever I may have 
said of those who supplied yon with the weapons of 
yonr warfare, I am not conscious of having used any 
persooalities towards you, but such as the nature of 
your hostility compelled me to nse. I carefully abstain- 
ed from many observations, which various passages in 
your Charge suggested, and went not beyond the limits 
of the ground you bad yourself taken, tbougb I might 
earily have done it, tofindsuch means either of defence or 

»SttDr. JehMtm't Eh^Ui Dkllmary, in v. •• Columns l" "^ tfae exMn- 
ple died bom Sir W. Templi. 

B 4 
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aQDojance. I did go perhaps a little out of my way, 
to express a personal respect for you, to assure you 
that thoug[h urged by a paramount sense of duty, pub* 
licly to appear your adversary, I did not forget the 
civilities I had received from you in private, and to 
profess my unfeigned esteem of your talents and vir- 
tues ; and notwithstanding you have rejected as Oreetan 
presents f what were presented to you with perfect 
sincerity, I do not regret to have offered them.' 

One expression I find, both from what you have 
observed in the Appendix, (p. 66,) and from the in- 
formation of mutual friends, has g^ven you particular 
offence. I have spoken in the beginning of my First 
Letter, of the labours of those who misrepi;esent Unitii- 
rians, as ^Mnglorions, but not unprofitable.'* Tou 
avow that no motives of self-interest or preferment have 
had any influence in directing your labours. I am far 
from being disposed to question your word in this mat- 
ter: and I willingly declare my sincere regret if I 
have so expressed, what I intended only as a general 
observation respecting those who had preceded you, 
as necessarily to lead any one to conclude that I impu- 
ted such motives to you. If you will look again at the 
passage which has excited your anger, you will perceive 
that it states nothing respecting the motives of any one, 
but merely asserts that they who write against Unitarians 
go not unrewarded, Is this a groundless assertion? 
Has not preferment followed as closely, and as invaria- 
bly as the effect succeeds the cause, every effort to 
write down the doctrines and the teachers of Unitarian- 
ism? If it has, and I apprehend no one who has paid 
any attention to the progress of the Uoitarian contro- 
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T^rsy during the last thirty or forty years can deny it, 
am I not jaatified in saying that the labours of the 
adversaries of Unitarianism, are not unprofitable? Have 
not onr eyes seen the doughty champions of Trinitarian* 
ism rising with vertiginous rapidity from almost the 
lowest to the highest ranks in the church militant? 
From rectors or vicars, becoming in swift succession 
Archdeacons, Deans, and Prelates? Was there no con- 
nexion between the Charge of the Archdeacon of St. 
Albania, in which he undertook *' to destroy the credit 
of Priestley and the authority of his name,'* and his 
advancement to the sees of St. David's and of Roches- 
ter? Can any one imagine that the A rchi episcopal 
mitre would have so early graced the brow of the 
author of ^' Discourses on the Scriptural Doctrines of 
Atonement and Sacrifice," had they not been accompa«* 
sied by " Dissertations" designed to destroy the credit 
and the authority of every Unitarian writer of note, 
and especially of One who deservedly occupies the first 
station in our humble churches ? I say nothing of the 
minor honours of less powerful or less conspicuous 
combatants, of which the register of ecclesiastical pro- 
motions would furnish an ample list* I mean not to 
blame those who dispense these rewards. They act 
in perfect conformity with the spirit of the religious 
establishment which they are bound to maintain ; and 
it may be, with a conscientious regard to what they 
deem the interests of religious truth. Nor do I mean 
to impute worldly and interested motives to those who 
earn and who receive these rewards. I willingly allow 
that there may be many, even of those who most ve- 
hemently endeavour to oppose the progress of Unita- 
rianism, who with the excellent Chillingwortb, " would 
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never do any thing for prefermeDt, wbicb they would 
not do but for preferment.*' When I say then, thai 
the laboort of those who caiomniate ui^ tbougb iaglo- 
rioM^ (and so every candid mind will esteem tbem) are 
ttoi iMi|^table» I ^ dive not into motives,^' I tappose 
not any << onworthj objects,*' I lay no claim to tbe 
** attribute of Omnieclenoe/' I barely state a fiiet ; and 
it is a fact wbich I am folly warranted to stale. At tbe 
same time, tbe acknowledged laws of tbe baman miad, 
and observation and experience of tbe wotld will justify - 
th6 suspicion that cases may occur in wUcfa interest 
shall be a more powerful iocitemeBl than a love of 
truth ; or in which self* deceit amy iatter a man that 
be is serving God, when if be tboreugbly knew bis owa 
heart, he would find himself engaged in tbe service of 
Mammon or of Fame. When the csrcumetancea smA 
temper of the timea open a plain and uioerriag road to 
preferment, all who know what bymiui nature is, must 
acknowledge that there is no little danger Ibat it Witt 
be pursued by some with no other view than that of 
attaining the end. ^ So far I may surely be altowed to 
go ; when even a Dignitary of your Cburdi^ one of tbe 
most eminent of your predecessors, speakia{g of the de« 
fenders of Subscription, to whom especial^ tbe roail to 
preferment was open in bis day, has observed ; ^It is 
not unreasonable to suppose that legal enxriumettts in 
possession, and still greater in expectation, may sharpen 
a dollish genius, and give portions of apprehension and 
abilities, on some subjects, even where nature bas de- 
nied tbem on all otbers. — ^Take away the legal emloin< 
ments of the ministry, and though you leave subscrip- 
tions'' (might he not have said, had his subject adhiiffted 
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H ^ the tfairiy-nine urticleB tbemfielves^'?) few wouM 
be at the pains to defend tbeiD." * 

la your former Charge, Sir, you talk of the ** polftori^ 
cat dexterity" of UaHartaas ; but I will Tentnfe to say 
tfcat no Uoftafian eter displayed more of this dexterity 
tbatn yourself. Id the Appeodlx, en which I am now 
aohDadf ertiog, yo«i bare had the skill to pat almost 
entirely out of sight the poinrts whiok were chiefly at 
issue between us. The topics oa which I professed 
priocipaUy to dwell, and for the sake of which alone I 
dednred that I was urged to take up my pen against 
you^ with singular ingenuity you ooairi^ to throi» into 
sbadev and treaA as altogether insignificant end unde« 
eenring of any furth^ regafd« I acted entirely on the 
defensive ; but you have endeavoufed to represent am 
as TolanteerTng an attbch upon yourself, not particoiaviy 
called for. Tou thus begin year Appendix; <<The 
coaduaiTeneM of my arguments in ftivour of the divi« 
oity of Jesus Christ has been somewhat anoearteously 
denied by the Rev, C. Wellbeloved," and in tbe neart 
sentence you speak of ^' Three Letters addressed to you 
ufien the same mibjeel.^* This* Sir, permit me to say, 
is by no means a fair statement Tbe examination of 
your arguments for the divinity of Jesus Christ, oecu* 
piea a comparatively small portion of the Three Letter^ 
and holds in them profeeaedly a subordinate statiotti 
Indeed your argumeats appeared to me to rest en such 
palpable roiwpprebenaion of the language of Scriptuic^ 
to be so utterly destitute of force, and coamquentiy 
so little likdy to make any impression unfavourable 

• AfMemm MlMhtm't Work$, Vol. V. f. 329. 
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to UDitarianisnii that if you had coofioed yourself to 
to these, I should not have given myself the trouble 
to notice them. Nor, after all, should I have bestowed 
upon them any consideration, but for the sake of shew- 
ing their impotence, liBst any persons should be found, 
who might be disposed to judge of them not by their 
intrinsic worth, but by the high reputation of the 
learned Dignitary by whom they haji been employed. 
But by putting these forward so prominently, as the 
main objects of contention between us you have dis- 
played a considerable portion of the polemical skill 
which you ascribe to your adversaries. You thus keep 
out of sight the injustice of which you have been guilty 
towards Unitarians, and of which I may confidently 
afBrm that yon have been convicted; and at the same 
time, greatly magnify the improprieties of temper of 
which you accuse me; by leading your readers to 
conclude that they have been manifested, not where 
some excuse might be offered for them, in the repel- 
ling of misrepresentation and calumny aimed at illus- 
trious characters, but where they cannot for a moment 
be tolerated, in the investigation of religions dpctrines, 
and the interpretation of sacred Scripture. This, Sir, 
as a ruse de guerre may gain for a disputant some 
credit with mere polemics; but it cannot establish 
his reputation for manly courage and openness, among 
the ingenuous lovers of truth. Tq disabuse your 
readers, and to justify myself, I must beg leave briefly 
to state what was really the purport of the Three Let- 
ters, and what if I mistake not, they have effected. 

In your Charge delivered in the year 1822, and in 
the Notes and Appendix, which accompanied it, you 
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brought various accusations against Unitarians in gene- 
ral; but p/irticnlarly against some of their most dis- 
tiDgQished writer*. Tba accused them of practising a 
thousand arts of evasion in order to surmount the obsta- 
cles which Scripture throws in their way. You more 
than insinuated that they set aside all the usual and 
legitimate canons of criticism and interpretation for the 
purpose of pressing the Scriptures into their service^ 
Tou accused them of mutilating the Sacred Writings, 
wantonly, and according to their pleasure wherever 
tbey were decidedly in opposition to their creed ; of 
misrepresenting and garbling the statements of their 
adversaries ; of claiming the association of certain great 
names upon the slightest pretexts ; of not scrupling in 
abort to employ any means, however disingennous, 
which might make the unwary believe that with them 
alone the unpolluted doctrines of Christianity are to be 
found. Tou spoke of Unitarianism as offering a friends 
ly veil to hardihood of speculation and audacity of 
conjecture ; as being a menstruum which easily lowers 
the terms of Scripture, and readily dissolves everj plain 
but obnoxious precept, as conciliating not only 'the 
Pyrrhonist, but the profligate, who with a dethroned 
Christ, and a degraded Christianity, (i. e. professing to 
be Unitarians, for such you have not denied to be your 
meaning) can affect to be Christians and find little or 
nothing in their very rebgion to condemn them.*' To 
justify this last most appalling accusation, you professed 
to have the authority of Dr. Priestley himself; but 
instead of fairly quoting bis words, you left out a ma- 
terial part of a sentence, you introduced words of 
your own, and took no notice of the connexion in 
which the passage you pretended to cite, occur. In 
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flome other iosianccs you misrepreseoted the langORge 
of this excelleot person, and then grounded on it charg- 
es, aost bighlj iquriotts to kU character, and to the 
doetiioes he so lealonsly and ably defended. Jum«iloii» 
of the example of Horsley, who in vain attenpted U> 
^'destioy the credit of hie name" while UTing, you 
▼eottfe^ to attempt to auUy or efface his posthmnotta 
nepulalioa ; and to this end, hanag nothing neir la 
aHedge^ yon eoodeseended to ** tamp np a new dsess of^ 
Qijs^Mting ** patchwork from the lags and tatters*** of 
your great predecessor, and with moat aolemn and poi^ 
tentoua parade exhibited, among other things, what the 
distiagmhed object of year aaianadversion had pRM^sd 
i^ be not "a trial of his hand' at impfxmett vmrmant^* bat 
a priater's Monder, as an nnqoestionable and an otos- 
whelming «ndence of his teoierity and iaxpielyv In 
tiie /mme spirit, and implicitly depending upon Mageey 
and Nares, and Rennell, and others of the same school, 
you aswiled in no measured terms the <* Improved Ver- 
sion of the New Testament, as not only justifying every 
iota of crimination you had advanced against Unjtari- 
ana, but as loaded with <* accumulated tricks,** and 
consistent only in lU dishonesty. Nor did the writings 
and the character of its veneraUe and excellent Edi- 
tor escape your unaierited censures ; yon demonstrated 
his jgnoranoe by palming upon him a blunder of your 
own, andipferred his denial of the spotless purity o/Jesus, 
by giving to his words a sense which he did not intend 
them to bear.t 

These and other things, Sir, of the like nature, and 

* Charge, &c. 1822, p. S4. f Charge, *&c 1822. jmstim. 
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not your argooients in defenoe of the divinity of Josog 
Christy called forth the < Three Lettera;^ abd on these 
two of them are almost ezclusiYely occopied. And if 
I am not ^mtj greatly mistaken I have snoceded in ac- 
complishing the unpleasant, but unavoidable task in 
which I engaged. I have convicted you as I proposed, 
of << unfairness, illiberaHty» and misrepresentation." I 
basre compared your qfiotataons, and shewn them t0 be 
inaoeiirate; I have examined your reasonings, and prp* 
wed tfiem te be unsouad; I bare acrutintetd yow 
smeusaiions, and demenstratad tb^m to be groundless ; 
i ham tmoed your auihorities» and expoMd their io- 
•nflleieacy, aod I have deteefted yon in adding to the 
errors by whkh you have been youtsell misled* errors 
wf your ewa» adapted stiU farther to miriead otiieiv. 
•Bat Umbo things you haiM been pleased to represent as 
jwbtleties and aqphistries, as ' petty triumphs' as ^ petty 
wevbal hypereritieisais' as Mdle aiui worae than idle jaog» 
HogSf* as 'arrogaat «neddliag with motives^' 4ce. &o« 9 and 
ailer InsinuatsBg, in the wondb of Grotins, that I oaunat 
wieU be oiberwiae tban a babbler m TheahgUf jeip 
trsnmphasUy asl^, «« With aU the flourishes of the 
^ THres Letters f ttpsq the mnJlvxfims^ ot Deity, the Ne- 
mtaalist, and the Realist, the InniweUing Seheme^ tbe 
Modal Hypothesis, Ac., what have Uiey explsAned?^' 
I believe, Sir, yon very well know, as do some of your 
readem also, what these Lelteu have eaplained ; and 
. i suspect that tbe explanation has not afforded you 
much sati«faotioa. And hence you have endeavioused 
to keep what they really intended to do, and what 
they baee done, as much as poswble, out of sight* Tb^ 
faa>e vindicated, as Ibey proposed, the doctrines aad 
the advocates of Unitarianism, from many severe, and 
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unfonoded accusations, and have shown how disioee- 
Duous, bow disreputable, and how unsafe it is for one 
orthodox writer after another, to go on repeating 
charges against an unpopular, and a hated sect, without 
being at'the pains to examine the foundation on which 
these charges rest. 

No one who dispassionately attends to the very se-^ 
rious accusations brought against Unitarians in your 
former Charge, 4pc. and to what has been said in reply i& 
them in the * Three Letters^ will be satisfied with the 
light and flippant manner in which they are noticed ia 
your last Appendix. No one surely, who feels the value 
of a goad name, and can thus rightly judge of the esti- 
mation in which that treasure is held by others, will 
think you have sufficiently atoned for the illiberal and 
unjust manner in which you have treated Unitariaus, 
by admitting that you are chargeable .with " a few 
errors, incurred chiefly during the hurry of various oc- 
cupations, by relying upon a memory once good, and 
still too confidently trusted ;" by pleading that ''you no 
where professed originality ;** by pronouncing, not 
proving, or even attempting to prove, my arguments 
« eminently sophistical"; by complaining of my want of 
courtesy and good temper, or by aflfecting to have read 
the * Three LetterSf with " more concern on my account 
than your own," with scarcely any other sensation in- 
deed but that of <*grief for me/' For this tender concern, 
and this disinterested grief, I should hold myself bound 
mo9t gratefully to thank you, could I persuade myself 
that they were any thing more than Greek tears, an 
equivalent return for my Greek presents. And as you 
were afraid, or unwilling to accept these at my hands» 
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you cannot be surprised, if with equal iucredulity I 8U|» 
pect the sincerity of your concern, and with equal cau* 
tion reject your pity, '^non captus dolis lacrymisque 
ooactis." Soma persons may think that explanation, if 
not retractation and apology, would have been more 
becoming than the assigning of such inadequate causes, 
the flourish of sat erit verba negare^ or a pertinacious 
renewal of accusations, as illiberal and as groundless 
as those already repelled. No one who looks into your 
last Appendix, can for a moment imagine that a failing 
and treacherous memory can be pleaded. That memo- 
ry cannot be otherwise than fully stored and tenacious, 
(whatever may be thought of the taste of its possessor,) 
which can lay under contribution so many writers of all 
ages, and of all descriptions. Christian Fathers and Hea- 
then Philosophers, Racovians and Remonstrants, Dra- 
matists and Divines, to furnish a heap of learned lumber, 
the dust of which cannot fail to '* blind the eyes of the 
quick-sighted,*' and under the weight of which, it must 
be next to miraculous, if a poor Unitarian sciolist 
escape being crushed to death. But neither, a treacher- 
ous memory, nor the hurry occasioned by various avo- 
cations, nor the acknowledged use of the works of 
former controversialists, can justify any one in bringing 
against doctrines which he disapproves, and those who 
conscientiously maintain them, charges which he has 
not carefully examined, and which he cannot support, 
designed to undermine the credit of bo(h* Religious 
principles are sacred matters, and should be treated in 
a manner suitable to their nature. They, who in obe- 
dience to the dictates of conscience, adopt a cr^ed 
which not only obtains no countenance from worldly 
power or fashions, but exposes those who maintain it to 

e 
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Tsrioas civil disabilities, excludes tbem from the friendty- 
intercourse, and even the good offices, of their neigh- 
bonrs, frequefitij depriTes them of the jost fruits of 
their honest in^astry. and brings upon them suspicion, 
and reproach, and calnmnj, ought to be treated, if noi 
with tenderness, yet certainly with strict justice. Let 
such religious opinions be thoroughly scrutinized ; let 
them be fairly examined, and compared with the word 
of God: but let them not be assailed by sarcasm or 
ridicule, or condemned as leading to conseqiiencea 
which cannot be rightly deduced from them. Let those 
who adopt them, be admonished of their supposed 
errors, let them be warned of the apprehended danger 
of their creed, let that which is considered as alone true^ 
be fully explained and recommended to them, but let 
them not be abused as ignorant or perverse, and calum- 
niated as artful and dishonest, seduced and seducers, as 
enemies of God and of man. 

It is surely time that this mode of theological warfare 
should be relinquished. In itself it is highly improper, 
unsuitable to the serious subjects of religious contro- 
versy, and to the character of those who are generally 
engaged in it ; in its immediate effects \i is disastrous, 
exciting and fostering evil passions, and diverting the 
attention from the object on which it ought to be ex- 
clusively and steadily fixed, the evidence of truth ; and 
its ultimate consequences are not favourable to the 
cause which it is intended to promote. No one can 
justly blame your determination, that " in resolutis 
hostility to the No-creed of Socinianism (with whtft 
justice you use these terms, it has been already seen) 
not even Abp. Magee tnd Bp. Horsley shall go beyohd 
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J0O." But every truly candid mind, every sincere und 
JttdioiouB frieod of trutb, will ceniure you for adopting the 
lD0thod in which they carried on hostilities. We do 
not sue for peace, we do not expect friendship ; hut we 
have a right to look for. fair dealing and legitimate op* 
positioo* Put forth all your energies against our doe^ 
trines and our arguments ; we have no fear for .the 
result; but meddle not with our motives, assail not our 
chavaoters, refrain from misrepresentations, do not seek 
to destroy our creed, by attacking our intellectual, lite- 
fftry, or moral attainments. Bp. Horsley set out with 
the avowed desigpn of writing down the character of 
iris adversary as a theologian ; resolving ^ to destroy hie 
credit and the authority of his name, by proving his 
fn^mpetency* to the task he had undertaken. (Pr^aee 
te TVaofo, tfc p. iv.) Abp. Magee has evidently fol- 
lowed fattn, in the same course, and with the same 
design, particularly with respect to Mr. Bekham ; and, 
as is usual with those who follow a bad example, has 
gone far beyond his pattern : 

'' Aetas parentom^ pejor avis, tnlit 
No8 neqaiores.^' 

And by this means those champions of orthodoxy have 
strengthened prejudices, and called into exerdse very 
bad and unchristian feelings ; but they have not gained 
any true or lasting renown, nor succeeded in their at- 
tempts to weaken Unitarianism, or to stop its progress. 
In the immediate object of their hostility, they have 
* failed. The name of Priestiey is still held in merited 
honour ; the name of Belsham is widely and sincerely 
respected ; and the authority of both is as great as it 
ever waa» or ever can be, amongst those whose glory it 
to to call no man MmUt on earth. You, «nd other 
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humbler combatants, who are content to gird on the 
remains of the battered armour of former champions, and 
to hurl the fragments of their shivered lances, will find 
your efforts equally unavailing, and your expected victor 
ries equally distant and unattainable. But even supposing 
that Bp. Horsley had succeeded in bis professed design, 
and incontrovertibly proved that Priestley was as igno- 
rant as he represented him; supposing that Abp^ 
Magee, and Rennell, and Nares, et hoc genus omne, 
had demonstrated that the Improved Version was a 
* fantastic' work, and its Editor unable or unwilling to 
translate the Greek Testament fairly, would it thence 
follow that the distinguishing doctrines of Unitariaaism 
are not true, or even that they were not held by the 
majority of Christian, believers in the first ages of the 
Church ? By no means. To bring out such a coaclii* 
sioii, from such premises, by legitimate, reasoning, 
would bafDe the most subtle dialectician. Expert a 
sophist as you seem to consider me, I cannot imagiM 
even a sophism by which such a conclusion could be 
supported. Granting that Dr. Priestley mistranslated 
a passage in Theophilus ; that be misinterpreted another 
in Origen s that he mistook the sense of a third in 
Athanasius, are we therefore to conclude that be has 
mistranslated or misinterpreted the numerous other pas- 
sages he has cited, and that the Ante-Nicene fathers 
were really as orthodox, in every respect, as their suc- 
cessors ? * Or does the question rest on the v^rj few 

* The Archdeacon of Cleveland cannot be unacquainted with, a notable 
eritical feat of a brother dignitaiy of the same rank, who, *' fbnooth, must 
try his hand" at coUating MS& and Editions of the' New TtetamenL 
Finding, in the course of his teamed investigations, the folkmiiig aote • in the 
thixd edition of MmxI Stephens's Gzfek . Testament, pn Bfatt. xb|< 9B ; 



21 

quotations in which he may have been convicted of 
error? Is be the only theologian who has maintained 
that the Fathers who lived before the rise of the Ariaa 
controversy, held opinions concerning the Trinity very 
difierent £rom those who came after the times of tbe 
heresiarch of Alexandria? And will it be said that 
Petavios, and Zoicker» and Whitby, and Whiston, and 
Clarke, and Lardner, to name no more, were all as un- 

"■■■■"■ # 

Ilfo reuf tf m wmXkyymaift i^$c^nt ty^mfvi to y« ^, <» {['« ifit he CODSdered it, 
not as denoting a diflbrence of punctuation, but a various reading Ibund in 
the MSS. here enumerated. ** In decyphering these words, he unfortunately 
construed the t^reek preposition «fo like the Latin j»fo, and took it in the sense 
of •* for," or **hi8tend of," which in Greek, ««s he ought to ham known," is 
expressed by afn. Hence he concluded that Stephens meant to say ** instesd 
«f ly m %aXtyyaev*»<f the MSS. y, I, I, ^ ijBread iut^^nt ixot/0'(,'sod according- 
ly quoted m axoXov^no-ay?! ; fxu iutf^'Kni *xpwi Wav as the reading of Cod. Steph. 
« &c* fSee MarOCt Letterg to Travis^ p. 176-7.; Now had this leamed Ardi- 
deaoon •< tried his hand at improved versions*' also, what an important accession 
should we have received to the Christian doctrine I Ye w?tkh havefottawed me 
HAVE A STOP w?ien the Son of man ihaU tit in the throne qf hie gkry^ 
4[e. If further he had ** tried his hand** at interpretation, what ample scope 
woiild there liave been for the display of ingenuity and talent, in setting forth 
the magnificent privilege to be enjoyed by the Twelve when Jesus should sit 
on his throne^ and they should haoe a stop / If a Unitarian " apostle** had com- 
mitted such an egregious bhuider, the Archdeacon of Cleveland would have 
dubbed him a Sciolist. Pray what was the Archdeacon of Chester P— For such 
ignorance on the part of a Unitarian critic, Unitarianlsm would have been 
reproached as a schodl of Sdolism. What then, must we think of Trinttarian- 
ism ?...-8ueh -*• incompetency'* according to the Hoesleian canons, would be 
deemed fiital to the whole system of .Unitarianism ; but will the present Bishop 
of St. David*8 allow that in this case it decides even the single question in the 
discussion of Which it was manifested, and weakens; in any degree, the evi- 
dence that he imagines to eiist, in fovour of the genuineness of 1 John v. 7 ? 
The mlereBce is very plain, (and for the sake of the inftrence I npeat the fact,) 
that disputed points* whether of doctrine or criticism, should be decided by 
theur own merits^ not by the learning or the jgnoranoe, by the accuracy or the • 
blunders, of the disputants. Both truth and charity would be gainers by an 
attention to this equitable rule. 

c3 



learned ai Priestley h tkmderottsly aaid to hare been? 
Allowing farther, that Bp. Horsley did clearly establish 
the incompetency of the Historian of the ^Corruptions of 
Christianity* ** m CTery branch of literature eonneeted 
with that subject,*' does it follow that Chriatianity is 
now professed, eren in that church which bouts of 
being the purest daughter of the Reformation, in an 
uncormpted state, or that the doctrines which be has 
represented as its corruptions, are, on the contrary, the 
genaine doctrines of the Gospel? What he nnderliook 
to prove, may be demonstrable, though be shquld haVe 
flailed in his attempt. A cause is not necessarily bad» 
became an adTOcate is wanting in ability or skill to 
defend it. The credit and the authority of the name 
of Priestley may be destroyed, and yet ITnitariantsnn 
may be true, and even ' ** all tl&e adjuncts of thct main 
question," capable of being firmly established. 

Granting further, that the Improved Version ii a dis- 
honest work ; that it abounds, as you assert, *^ in accu- 
mulated tricksy" that the venerable Editor knqtws 
nothing of Greek, nothing of theology, nothing of all 
that it is needful for one to know who undertakes t6 in- 
terpret the Oracles of Divine Truth ; does it follow from 
this concession that Unitarianism is not the doctrine 
of Christ and his apostles? Is Mr. Belsbam the Ibander 
of Unitarianism ? Or, do the arguments urged by Uni- 
tarians, (if indeed I may be allowed to suppose thai 
they can argue) depend upon the alleged tricks of the 
Improved Version, or the blunders of the * Calm In* 
quiry' ? Let the Archbishop of Dublin and his humble 
coadjutors succeed in their attempt to write down the 
Improved Version and its venerable Editor. Let them 
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persuade the world tbat the one is worthless/and the other 
is both ignorant and artfal ; and what will they achieve ? 
Nothing yerj honourable to themselves, or useful to 
their cause. They may create a temporary prejudice 
in the = minds of those who will not be at the paibs of 
judging for themselves ; they may deter the wavering 
and the timid, and all who cannot withstand the force 
of reproach or ridicule, from openly professing what 
they may in secret beUeve ; but they cannot thus prove 
that the creed of Unitarians is not ** the faith once de^ 
livered to the saints.*' They may persuade ns to be- 
take ourselves again to the Common Version, which 
many amongst us, indeed, have never forsaken. They 
may withdraw from our now*revered friend, that faigk 
respect to which we have hitherto thought his learning, 
bis talents, and his virtues most justly entitled; 
but they will not prove our creed erroneous. That 
depends not on the Improved Version, nor on the * Calm 
Inquiry* ; nor any other merely human work, and stiH 
less on the reputation of any individual Unitarian writer* 
We fe^l it desirable to possess a Version of the Scrip* 
tures, which shall represent the original more faithfully 
than that which is in common use ; but we do not hold 
this essentially necessary to the defence of our opinions. 
No version has ever yet been made, from which those 
opinions may not be clearly and satisfactorily derived. 
And if the truth of Unitarianism did indeed dfppend, 
in tfhy measure, upon its having been professed and 
▼indicated by men of extensive and sound learning, 
we can produce names, the credit and authority of 
which the united efforts of Archdeacons, Deans, and 
Prelates cannot destroy or diminish. 

c 4 
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If, then, you aad jour lesden in this mode of theo- 
logical warfare had been sucoewful in your attackf 
upon the literary and moral character of Unitarian 
writers, you could have gained only " petty triumphs" ; 
but utterly failing in your efforts, though often renewed, 
you have only wearied yourselves and others with 
<< idle, and worse than idle janglings.*' Still howeyer, 
you, Sir, seem resolved that ip such fruitless efforts, 
such impotent hostilities, you will spend your strength ; 
And, accordingly, you renew your charges against the 
Improved Version, its venerable Editor, and the much 
injured Priestley. With what justice, let our readers 
now judge. They may be unwilling, as I am, to attend 
to such cavils, but you have imposed upon me the un- 
pleasant task of refuting them ; and I cannot well de-* 
cUne it. 

You still carp at the '^ artful title of the ' Improved 
Version of the New Testament,' which you again term 
doubly dishonest, in professing to be, not only * on the 
plan of the late Archbishop Newcome,' but also to pro- 
oeed from * a Society for promoting Christian Know- 
ledge' t" (p. 77,) and I will again assert, in full reli- 
ance on the upright character, and the solemn decla- 
ration of the excellent Editor, of whom even Arch- 
bishop Magee declares that he believes him to be in* 
capable cf dujdicityy that in adopting that title, there 
was no dishonest intention. It is strictly true, that the 
Version is on tb^ plan of the late Archbishop New* 
oome: and it is absolutely untrue, that the Editor 
(' used his name as a decoy." It is strictly true, that 
the work was published by ^* a Society for promoting 
Christian Knowledge;" it is not true, that it was in* 
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teflded to draw in any one uosuspectiogly to purchase 
it, as origioatiDg in the Bartlett's Buildings' Society, 
And if twenty country clergymen, all able College 
tutors, and all most subtile mathematicians, had ^* pro- 
cared this work, to their infinite chagrin, on the mere 
Jaiih of Us title,'' (p. 78,) I should repeat, what I hdve 
already said with Dr. Carpenter, that allowing that 
the title might mislead, I will not allow that it was 
intended to do so.* You further observe, with respect 
to this obnoxious work, " acknowledging (it has been 
well remarked) that more than nine-tenths of the ver- 
sioD^ is the Arc^ibishop's own ; the Editors virtually 
confess that nearly one«tenth is not his own. This one- 
tenth may exclude all the gospel peculiarities received 
by that respectable Prelate, whose name they have 
thus used as a decoy.'' May exclude ! Such an in- 
sinuation is most unbecoming and unwarrantable. Be- 
fore you ventured to repeat this injurious surmise, 

and thus 

Spargere voces 

In vulgum ambiguas. 
it would have been well to have ascertained that your 
suspicion was justified. Common fairness required that 
you should state, not what gospel-peculiarities received 
by the Archbishop, the Improved Version may exclude ; 
but what it has excluded. But sweeping censures are 
more easy and more convenient, on such occasions, 

* I have heaid of « dagyman whoie residence was much more sequestered 
than Uiat of the gentleman to whom, I apprehend, the Archdeaoon alludes, 
who was not misled hy the title, hut, wiUi very conunendaWe seal, prseuied 
«a,pj, whichhe caieftiDy locked up in his escritoir. Uiat hem%htdo«nin 
Ws power to check Uie dMftjsion of what ArchWahop Magws tenoBs ^Unitarian 

hlaqphemies.* 
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than miouie inTestigation and laboured proof. Dr. 
Carpenter, than whom no one, it is probable, has more 
patiently and candidly compared the Improved Version 
with its basis; nor more faithfully and impartially 
stated the result ; informs us,jthat ** there are not twenty 
verses in the whole work, in which the variations from 
the Primate's version have any close connexion with 
peculiarities of theological sentiment ; that many of the 
alterations are those proposed by Newcome himself; and 
that the general spirit and character of the translation 
is decidedly Newcome's.'' (Examination, Ac. p. 30?. ) 
And the sole responsible Editor of the Improved Ver- 
sion, in his Reply to the Quarterly Reviewer, who bad 
wantonly asserted what you have groundlessly surmised, 
has observed : " The editors were under the neces- 
sity of introducing the Archbishop's name; and to 
guard against the possibility of its being mistaken as 
giving a sanction to their views, they have in everj^ 
instance where they have departed from his text, s(cru- 
pulously set down the Primate's version at the foot of 
the page. To state this fact, did not fall in with an 
honest Reviewer's design, for then what would have 
become of his charge of fraud and falsehood ?" * Sup- 
posing, then, that what you imagine to be gospel-pecu- 
liarities, were ' so esteemed by Archbishop Newcome, 
and were to be found in his translation ; and that all 
these were excluded by the Editors of the Improved 
Version, if they carefully marked the passages, in which 

* MmMjf RepotUory^ VoL IV. {w 375— 4t is true that a few unackoow- 
leA^ tailatioiis did occur in the fizBt edition ; but the friends of the Editor, 
<• kmiw, what," as Dr. Carpenter justly observes, '< others have no reason to 
doubt, that the omission to mark them, must have been utterly unintentiormL** 
(Exatfdnatim, &c. p. 309, 312.) 
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tbey departed from their basis, they caDOot be justly, 
accused of using the uaaie of that respectable Prelate 
for any disboDOVirable purpose. They have fairly 
stated the aiotives by which they were induced to take 
his translation as the basis, and they have a right to be 
believed. Tou repeat, (p. 77,) what you had advanced 
iQ y«ur former Charge, &c. that *^even Dr. Carpenter 
regreta the non-adherence of the Editors to some 
standard text, as ' it would do away (he says) one of 
the most powerful charges brought against them, pame- 
\yi that they alter the Scriptures to suit their own 
syetem.^ " If you meant, by printing these words of 
Dr. Carpenter in italics* to lead your readers to anp« 
pose that this powerful charge is well founded, or that 
be thought it so ; you have been guilty of misleading 
them. You do not, indeed here verbally follow yoor 
faring leader the Archbishop of Dublin, who scruples 
not to say tbat Dr. Carpenter ^^ oonfessei^ and regrets 
that tbey (the Editors) have followed no standard tezt^ 
wbat^Ter ; tbat is, in other words, that they have mo* 
cUfled the text of the New Testament, just as they 
found it answerable to their purpose.'' Yet, if I mis- 
take sot, tbe spirit and design ot your citation is pre* 
cisely thtf same ; and would be so understood by the 
majority of your readers. Of this remark by Dr. Car* 
penter, in his elaborate review of the TmproVed Versibn ; 
a reasark oharacteristic at once of that minute accuraoy 
wbieb is indispensable in biblical criticism, and of his 
unbiassed candour, very unfair advantage has been 
taken by Nares and Magee. And, if instead of trusting 
to their authority, you, Sir^ had fully and impartially 
examined Dr. Carpenter's own statement on this sub- 
ject in the Monthly Reposiioryy Vol. IV. and in his 
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Examination of Magee^a Charges^ &c. App. C. ; or, 
which would have been better still| if you had compared 
the fourth edition of the Improved Version with the 
second edition of Griesbach, you would not, perhaps, 
have thought it necessary or advisable to repeat this 
observation respecting the non-adherence of the Editors 
of the Improved Version to any standard text. Toa 
would have been convinced, that even in the first edi- 
tion, the variations from the text of Griesbach's second 
edition, '* are^ in general^ of so minute a kindy that in 
themselvea considered, they are of no consequence :^* 
and that in the fourth edition, the Editors, according 
to their declaration, " have endeavoured to reform the 
version, so as to bring it to a complete coincidence with 
Griesbach's text." (See Advertisement to the fourth 
edition of Improved Version,) Let it be acknow- 
ledged that in a very few instances, variations may still 
be found, the consequence either of inadvertency or de» 
sign ; these will not justify the conclusion, that they have 
modified the text just as they found it answerable to 
their purpose. Throughout the Gospels and the Acts, 
there is not a single instance of doctrinal importance, 
in which the Improved Version departs from Griesbach : 
and throughout the Epistles, there are but three, or 
perhaps, four such instatices. These are, Rom. iii. 25, 
1 Cor. XV. 47, 2 Tim. iii. 16, and perhaps 1 Cor. x. 8. 
And whoever will consult the Notes of the Editors on 
these passages, will find that they are not wholly dis- 
countenanced by Griesbach himself; nor absolutely 
unsupported by authorities. * 

• See CaffenUrU Exam. Sfe, p. 401. 
It was not without stupriie end re^t, that I lately saw at the head of 
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But I must pass on to a new couot in your indictment 
of Unitarian impostors taken ck rev^vXaxof, from, the Green 
or Purple Bag of the Abp. of Dublin. ^^ Under this same 
head of shameful.artifice'' you observe, (p. 78,) may be 
placed the r < unprincipled and treacherous' publication 
entitled <Dr. Watts's Divine and Moral Songs for 
Children, revised and altered, so as to render them, of 
general use ; to which are added a short Catechism and 
Prayers. By Mrs. Trimmer.'" You have very pro- 
perly referred in. a note at the bottom of the page to 
** what baa been said upon this subject, by Dr. Carpen* 
ter himself in his ' Examinaiion^^ pp. 60 — 64 ;" and 
could I persuade myself that they who read your 
Charge or Abp. Magee's Work, would turn to your 
reference, I should take no further notice of this alleg- 
ed shameful artifice. . But as some of those into whose 
hands these pages may fall, may not have the means of 



one of three printed lilts of books recommended to the clergy afier thehr ordi* 
nation, by the Arehdeaoon of Cleveland, Namim TetUmtOKtum i Vcify t the 
only Greek Testament in the lists, eioepting that in Walton's Bibw Pqly|L 
Yet we are infonned by one who has most carcftilly examined this Edition* 
fCarpcHter iM tup, App, C») and who has produced abundant evidence of the 
truth of his assertion, that it " presents a maa^fed texf* ; in the fimning of 
whidi «' the ni<i9 MimoMionim has been always overbalanced by the onoliigfto 
AM." 

If Yalpy's edition was reooomiended in the second list On aeoount of the 
■otei, surely Griesboch's (which a competent judge, {Bp, MairtKt Lecturet^ 
No. viiL) has declared ** should be used by eveiy biblical scholar^ mij^ 
have been expected to find a place in the third. But Griesbach*s text ii 
adopted by Unitarians; and ihcreftne by aealous Trinitarians it must be con- 
demned to an Index ezporgatorius. Soch is the spirit of high Chnicfaism In 
an agea. The Jews. began to be dissatisfied with the Septu«gint« when the 
Christians dted it; and the Boman Catholici preferred a version to the oti^ 
nal text, when Protestants appealed to the latter. 
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coosoltiog Dr. Carpebier od the dubject, I wilt ipend a 
few words upon it. If & book, with rach a title do 
exist, or ever have existed, it is the hei^^ht of iojusliee 
to make the Uoitarians at large imwerabie for its no* 
pardonable disiogennousness. An a bddy they know 
Dothing of it. You, Sir, I am persuaded^ have never 
seen this book, and hlaive no fotther aeqnaiiitsnce withit, 
than what yon have derived flrom the ^* DUamrMes^ 4rc/' 
of Magee ; or 1 Would call upon you to ilpeoify the date 
of its publication, and the «ame of the printer. Dr. 
Carpenter had nev^r seen it ; and when hd applied to 
the secretary of the London Uditariat Society, who^ 
from various circomstances, was the onost likely man 
among us to obtain the book for him, he found that 
even *' he could learA nothing respecting it." I ha^e 
been a subscriber to that society almost from the time 
of Its commencement, abd have circulated a great aoHi«- 
ber of the tracts published by it ; but amongst them 
$11 I have never met with one bearing that title. Nor 
can I learn that it bus been se^n by any other Upita- 
rian. I have iiow beforta me a imsall tract which is me 
of those published by the Londob Unitarian Society; 
und copies of which I have for many years been ac- 
Ottfltomed to diatribute. The whole of the title is as 
follows : ^^ Dr. Watts' Hymns and Moral Songs, for th^ 
Use of Children^ revised and altered by a Lady. To 
Which are added, Pi-ayerd for the Use of Children. 
The fifth edition. * Train up a child in the way he 
should go ; and when he is old, he will not depart from 
itf'-«**Proverbs xxii. 6. London : Printed for the Uni- 
tarian Society, abd sold by D. Eaton, High Holborn. 
1809."— There is nothing artful in this title: for it 
contains the word Unitariany which as you yourself 
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acknowledge, is sufficieot to <' protect the public from 
being betrayed into fatal error :" and in the preface, 
the editor most distinctij states the grounds on which 
the alterations are made. This is the only revised 
and altered edition of Dr. Watts' Hjmns and Moral 
Songs, that the Unitarians hate published : they ought 
not, therefore, to bear the guilt of that other, described 
by Abp. Magee, of which, so far as I can learn, they 
know nothing. Thoagh you are little disposed to be 
liberal and just to Unitarians, I will not believe that 
you ean be so unjust as to visit upon them generally, 
the sin of some unknown individual.* 

Your next censare falls upon the revered and guile- 
less confessor I^indsey. '^ Nor will I leave," (you 
deolare, p. 78,) wholly unnoticed the * trick' played off 
under the maak of Dr. S. Clarke. Dr. C's interleaved 
Book of Common Prayer, deposited by his Son in the 
British Mnseupn in 1768, is represented to retain, both 
in the Dozology and in the eommenoement of the Li- 

« 

* Dtoepdve titles deierye uoqiialified cennira and nprebalioai tm^ w> 
eSBati of mine should be employed to scaweo a Unitariaii wba slioiiM be ooq- 
vkted of iisiiig such deception. Bat no sect should suilte from the Indiseieet 
or dishonoumUe zeal of uaj one of its membsrs. As the Aichdeason appevs 
to have consulted Dr. Caipentei's Siamination, he may have theie nset with 
the fioilowhig curious anecdote, ^hichfor the benefit of othen» ask is eenneet- 
ed with the above change against Unitarians, I will transcribe: ** The biothfr 
ef the Bev. Prebendaiy (^ennis) during the Exeter controvengr (in 1814) put 
Cgrth a twopenny tiact, entitled 7%s AtiumatiaH Creed Ssfan^ud^bj A JMoiwl 
Chtieikn t and he cited in the title, with my name, a passage from one of my 
Letters, hi wUcb was quoted Archbishop Tillotson's wett-known dedaratlon 
leepeeth^ that Creed, viz. that he wished the Church well rid of it Alloyether, 
he publication seeooed to come from the Sodnian heretics. The PrefiiK^ how* 
ever set things to rights: 8ince»the Bev. Sohn Donnis spoke of the eoueilent 
TQlotson as another Judas who betrayed bis Master, and, sulgoining his own 
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tany, the names of the Three DiyiDe Persons (and, in the 
latter» the three-fold invocation) ap well as the service 
for Trinity Sunday ; with a doxology appended to the 
Thanksgiving from the Apocalypse, implying a more 
solemn worship of Christ than that which is at present 
in use. And yet the Unitarian Prayer-Book, which 
however I have never seen, is said to be entitled by its 
successive editors, Lindsey and Belsba;n, < The Book of 
Common Prayer, reformed according to the plan cf the 
late Dr. Samuel Clarke.^ ^^ And so this very serious 
charge of practising deceit in the important, and mo- 
mentons concern of framing a work to be used in the 
worship of that omniscient Being, who delighteth in sin- 
cerity, is brought on the ground of hearsay and coojec- 
tuie alone, against a man Whose life was a pattern of 
Christian simplicity, who in all bis transactions was 
scrupulously sincere and uprig^ht, and who for the sake 
of truth and conscience, sacrificed the reasonable expec* 
taiion of *' palaces and purple and preferment.'^ AH 
-that you know of Dr. Clarke's MS. is from the repre- 



'iMiiie, gSTte OS to undentand that he thus fought under fidse colours, because 
he tfaouf^ his tract would not otherwise be read by the Unitarians. If he 
had entitled it A Defence qf ihe Affumoiian Creeds many more of us wouM 
have read it, if it had been only for the novdty of the thing* In the abun- 
dance of his zeal, Mr. Dennis sent copies to some of the neighbouring clergy- 
men, with *Ffom ihe Author* in the title*pege. One of his firiends, presuming 
ftom thetitle that it was a Unitarian production, and that I had sent it, (a 
liberty to whidi I had no claim,) transmitted it immediately to me^ unopened, 
with a civil note, informing me that he did not choose to read what might 
unsettle his mind as to the ritual which he was bound to observe.** Carpeor 
ter*t ExanOnaikmy ^-c. p. 303, nofe.— .The Archdeacon of Cleveland, if consis- 
tent, will place this ^* unprincipled and treacherous" publication of the Rev. J* 
Dennis, under the head of '* shamefiil artifice**; but he may be assured that no 
Unitarian would conclude, after the example and in the spirit of his Aichiepis- 
copal oracle, that ^nn/i are Trikitasux praetieet. 
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tentation of others ; ibe Unitariao Liturgy you aeem to 
think it meritorious not to have seeu, and yet yoa 
pronouDce the title of the latter to be a • trick.' 1 will 
cot venture to express the feelings which such conduct 
excites in my breast. Every truly candid mind will 
share them with me, I also have never seen Dr. 
Clarke's interleaved copy of the Common Prayer, but 
I have now before me a list of bis proposed alterations! 
on which I can confidently rely, and which differs most 
materially from your statement. In his *^ Apology on 
resigning the Vicarage of Catterick!* p. 199, 4th edit, 
speaking of this work by Dr. Clarke, which he had 
evidently examined with great care, Mr. Ltndsey ob- 
serves : " The amendments of the Liturgy proposed by 
Dr. Clarke^ chiefly relate to the right direction of 
prayer and thanksgiving to its only object, the one 
living and true God, as taught by our Lord Jesus 
Christ ; not but that he has made some very consider- 
able improvements, in other respects, as he passed along. 
It was no s^mall satisfaction, in the perusal of them^ to 
find that those parti of our public service, which had 
long seemed to me to countenance an unscriptural, and 
therefore, unlawful, forbidden worship, i. e. the offering 
up of prayer to any but the one true God, the Father, 
were all of them either cancelled or altered by this 
eminent person.*' Then follows ** A list of exception^ 
able parts of the Liturgy with respect to the object bf 
worship ; aU of which are either quite struck out or 
changed^ by Dr. Clarke*^ From this list,* the accuraoj 
of which I have no reason to suspect, though with your 



*TraiMerilMd from the copy of Dr. Clarke*t MS. In tfis Brit MuMunu 
Sm Cmvermiluu m Chridim MofOhry^ p, laS. 

D 
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wonted candour^ jon may call ibis alsa ^ a trtck*, I find 
that the Dozolegy, < Glory be to the Father/ <SBe. is 
•* struck out, and cbaaged wherever it is ordered to be 
read": that the oommeBcemeDt of the Litany is 
cbaogedy aad the whole addressed tb <' one God the Fa« 
ther"; that the collect for Trinity Sunday is "changed/* 
and that the Preface upon the feast of the Trinity is 
<* struck out" No ootiee is taken of any Doxology 
appended to the Thanksgiving, but if, as it has been 
represented to you, one has been added from the Apo^ 
calypse, however you may interpret it, I aon confident, 
Dr. Clarke would not consider it as "implying a more 
solemn worship of Christ than that which is at present 
in use.'*^ It is indeed bigbly'improbable that he should 
insert a Doxology which he believed to be of suck a 
character, when, as Mr. Wbiston informs ns, be at- 
tempted " to alter the forms of I>oxdogy of the singing 
Psalms for his parish of Si. Jameses/* desiriog to intro» 
dnee " To God, through Christ bis Son, our Lord, All 
glory be," instead of " To Father, Son, and Holy 

• We we told» indeed, in a note, (Chmrgtj ^9^p. 790 ^^* Wlteofl hlatdf 
in his Memoin of Dr. Clarke affirms, * that he never found oocasioo to suspect 
him of thinking that the Son was not to be properly invoked or wprsbipped*, 
or as Whiston hSmself has with somewhat more precision expressed it, '* wor- 
shipped or invoked.* Bot how does Mr. Whiston proceed ? •• Mr. fimYyn also 
««Binc8 me, that he had heard him say that the nibordinate wonfaip and invocft- 
tion of the Son, which Mr. Bmlyn had vindicated m A distinct Treatise^ was, 
by Dr. Clarke, owned to be proved by him to a d^nonstratu>n.** (Memoir$t p. 
145.) Is the worship paid to the Son, according to the Bdok of Common Prayo", 
iuhortiinateS Whoever knows any thiflg of Arianito), 6t hm read that Tftfa- 
flse by Mr. Emlyn, ta which Mr. W. here refers, will understand what Dr. 
Clarke meant by worthipping, or invoking the Son. According to the conclu- 
sion of the well-known epigram by Dr. fientley, 

«< lUe colit Dominumf quern negat esse Jkmn.** ' 
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Ghost, ImmorUl glory be/** '^ His ameodments in ib^ 
Book of Comoioii Prayer/' Mr. Lindsey observes, io 
aaotber place, (Lind^ey'a Hist. View^ p* 362,) *' jplainly 
sbe«K that fa^ disapproTed the ofEeriDg up of prayer tp 
Christ in the pqblic assemblies of Christian?, as be 
has blotted out all those passages where there is any 
ioTOcation of him*'' * This remfirk is in perfect confor- 
mity with the spirit of several of the propositions iQ 
** The Soripture Doctrine of the Trinity," and particu- 
larly with bis Obseryationa on the Liturgy at the end 
of the iSecand Edition of that Work. 

Year information respecting the title of the Unitarian 
Prayer Book is correct; and I maintain that it is a fa|r 
and honest title. ** The Form of Public Prayer, in use 
at the chapel in Essex-Street,*' says the first and excel- 
lent Editor, *< was mostly compiled from Dr. Clarke's 
Reformed Common Prayer- Book.. .And this choice was 
made by the preacher in the chapel, because, although 
in some things he differed in sentiment from that excel- 
lent person, yet the amendments made by him, in res- 
pect of the great and sole object of worship, were such 
as he entirely approved, and believed to be the troth. 
For the Doctor has thrown out all those passages in 
the Liturgy of the Church of England, in whicl| prayer 
is addressed to Christ, or to the Holy Spirit, or any 
other, but the person of the one true God, and Father 
of aU.*'t Surely this is sufficient to justjfy the title, 

• irMi«0fi*f Mewu4n of Dr. Ctarke^p. 98. Tliis attempt was flrottiated faj 
Uie qiporition of the Bishop of London, who wrote a letter to the incumbents 
ef his diocese, »< in a most flagrant clause** of which* as Whifiton says» he 
cautioned them against using it— lb. p. S9« 

d2 
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and to save tha upright^ conscieDtioas LtDdsey frotn the 
disgraceful imputation of ** playing ofFa trick uoder tba 
mask of Dr. S. Clarke." He acknowledges, indeed, him- 
self, in the midst of the passage which I have tran* 
scribed aboT^, that ^'as some other alterations were 
admitted, which were however signified at the time to 
the public, the title would have been more just, if it 
had been called * The Book of Common Prayer Re* 
formed, in which Dr. Clarke^s Amendments have been 
chiefly followed."' — This title may be more accurate; 
it is not more just in a moral point of view. For the 
tJnitarian Prayer Book is strictly 'according to the form of 
Dr. Clarke's.' That phrase does not imply an exact 
transcript of the original, but only a general accordance 
in form and substance ; and such an accordance with its 
model, will be found in the professed copy. The plan of 
Dr. Clarke was so to alter and amend the Book of 
Common Prayer, as that God the Father should be the 
sole object of worship ; and such is the plan of the Uot* 
tarian Liturgy : *^ It is the Liturgy of the Church of 
England with the amendments of Dr. Clarke,'' and all 
further alterations introduced by the Editor, are the 
same in spirit and design. * 

It might have been naturally expected that you 
would not renew your accusations of Dr. Priestley, 
after the ample refutation of those which were advanc- 
ed in your former Charge. But your appetite for 



* I have heard of more than one instance of persons professing to be mem- 
bers of the Church of England, and openly attending its services, using as the 
manual of their public devotions *• The Book of Common Prayer, le&nncd 
aeeordtog to the plan of the late Dr. S^XHarke :" 

— vumatrara iaftUx tacratS sisUmus tree ! 
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CAvilliiig at UiTitarians, and es^pecially at this distin- 
guished advocate of their cause, seems to be insatiable. 

** Nod missura cnteniy nisi .plena cruoris, birado.'^ 
Though past experience has evidently taught you more 
eaution than you once possessed, you are not yet 
perfect in this necessary qualification in a controversial* 
ist, especially if he appear as *' an accuser of the bre- 
tbren«'' Perhaps you knew that by the generality of 
those for whom you catered, whatever you put before 
them would be thankfully received, and no questions 
«9ked« I must, however, endeavour to convince them 
that a little inquiry might be not improper or useless. 
I must again vindicate the illastrious object of your ua« 
oeasiog reprehension, at the hazard of being stigmatized 
as eminently sophistical ; and of being sneered at, for 
diffusing my arguments over several pages. * 

. From the abundant specimens of Dr. Priestley's te« 
aaerity of assertion, his ignorance of the Greek language, 

Ac* dEC. which it would not have been difficult to 
adduce, you say, (p. 80,) *< I could easily have cited'* 
(and to show how easily you could, you do actually cite) 
**1. His complex observation that, lather than concur 
with his friend Dr. Price on the subject of Christ's pre* 
-existence, (founded on John vi. 62,) * he would much 



* Sse Charge^ fe* 18S3, p. 7T. InJhe finmer ChaiyjEe, &c (p^ 03*) atiiiiilar 
MTCMm WM levelled at Mr. Cappe» fbr hevlog'oeciijried nincty-eiz p^ses in his 
^ticel rraminiitiflit.of U>f fait dg^teen vcrees of Uie fim diapter of John. Tbe 
Aicbdeeoon of Ctevdendy Uke John Edwards, who complained of Mr. Locke's 
«* Uiim» ooDsctiOB out of Uw four Bvangrlists,*' seems, as Mr. L. says, ** to 
take the M^tof an aothor's parts, (io invcne ratio I luppoee,) bj numberiflf 
ttKpafesofhitbook.* 

d8 ' - 



sooner have recourse to the Sdeft of his actnat ascent 
into heaven I Or of his imsgidiog thftt he had been car- 
ried up thitber io a tisioD, which (like that of Panf) he 
had not been able to distinguish from a reality ! at 
the time that he received bis commission ( or dispute 
the correctness of John*s recollection and representation 
of our Lord's language ! or conceive the whole verae to be 
an interpolation ! or believe that the old apostle dictated 
one thing, and bis amanuensis wrote another !"' Exhi* 
bited in this detached form, this *' complex observation" 
is well adapted to startle your readers, and to confirm 
their prejudices against this much misrepresented writer. 
Upon this citation I must beg leave to dwell a little^ 
not only for the purpose- of vindicating Dr. Priestley 
ifrom the insinuation which is here evidently intended 
to be conveyed, that to get rid of a Scripture doctrii^e, 
which he did not like to receive, he would " fabricate,*' 
or adopt " any theory,'* however gproundless or absurd ; 
but also of showing that the principle of interpretation 
which be has avowed in this case is approved and actei 
upon by the most tdrthodbi interpretera. 

Dr. Price bad said <* that^ /oAn vi. 62 «^ What if ye 
shall see the Son of Man asoeiid up where be was be* 
fore V is a decisive declaratiou of Christ's pre-ezisttoce 
by himself as words can well express." Dr. Priestley 
could not consider it in this light. ^< The whole dis- 
course, he Observes, in whrch thils e^prei^siojn^ ^ wiiith 
you lay so touch stress occurs, h full 6( this Mrottgeift 
figureS)-^a tliscourse in which nothing is expressed fn a 
uatural ioanner. Be^des, ibe Utevat' interpretation of 
this very passage, does trot, ito tMb'ty^ ace#rd iHtfa the 
fieuiiments of Avians^ or any sect of Chrislia'U's, &xc^pt 



those of the Polish SociniaM: far it w<Hild ioiply that 
ike human nature of Christ bad l)een in heaven ; because 
it is said, oot that the Son of God^ bat the Son (fMan 
bad been there. Besides the phrase, where he was brfort^ 
is not synosymoHB to kMtven^ nor is the tivf^ when the 
Son of Mao was there, or any where else, mentioned in 
this passage ; so that much most be supplied before it 
can be made to say muob to yoor purpose.*^ He then 
, odds, ** Though I reject your interpretation of tbistezt, I 
do not pretend to be quite satisfied with any other inter* 
pretation of it. I am, however, abundantly satisfied 
that yoiir*a is not the true one. And this is far from 
being the only text about which the best critics cannot 
entirely please themselves. For my part, I should much 
sooner have recourse to the idea of Christ's actual as« 

cent into heaven, or of his imagining tbat he had been 

• 

carried up thither, iji a vision^ which (like that of Paul) 
be had not been able to distinguish from a reality, at 
the time that he received hie commission, than to your^s^ 
of his having existed in an uaembodied stal4 before the 
creation of the world, and of his having left some state 
of great dignity and happiness^ when be «ame hither.")* 
And now. Sir, what is there in this to oall for your 
significant and portentous Italics and notes of adminu 
tion ? For reasons which be has assigned* and I strongly 
suspect, that yoii cannot demonstrate them to be wcgsk 
and insufficient. Dr. Priestley «ould not adopt the 
literal interpretation of this passage, and the doctrine 
grounded upon it by his friend J>r. Price. He states 
other possible wterpretations, which indeed he eoald 



• Ldtert icDr. Price. Workt, VoL xvUk ii9» 4ic 
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not approve, but which would, he thought, be less ob- 
jectionable. Is there aojr thing absurd or reprehensible 
in this? He then assigns some other reasons which 
lodoce him to ** think that this hypothesis is no pro^r 
clue to our Lord's real meaning ;" insisting, principally* 
upon the silence of the apostles, with respect to their 
discovery of the pre-existent dignity of Chpst, and 
the absence of all traces of the impression which such 
a discovery must have made upon their minds, and 
of any marks in the Jda of the Apostlee^ of the un* 
believing Jews having so much as heard of such an 
opinion being advanced by any Christians. " It is as 
evident,'* he observes, '^ from this consideration, as any 
negative can be, that no such opinion as that of Christ 
having been the maker of the world, was ever taught 
by the apostles; and therefore any interpretation of 
their writings which implies their teaching it, must be 
wrong, whether we be able to hit upon the true sense of 
them or not.— To be explicit with you, I would not, as 
you say, build * an article of faith of such magnitude, on 
the correctness of John's recollection and representation 
of our Lord's laoguage/ So strange and incredible does 
your hypothesis appear to me, ^hat rather than admit it, 
I would supj^ose the whole verse to be an interpolation, 
or that the old apostle dictated one thing, and 1iis 
amanuensis wrote another ; for you would not scruple 
to say as much, if yon had found any passage,' in which 
it was said that Moses^ or any of the old prophets had 
been the maker of the world." Here again Dr. P. 
only states these positions as alternatives to which he 
should find himself reduced, rather than adopt an hypo- 
thesisj which he regards as inconsistent with the tenor of 
ihe Scriptures : but he is far firom actually adopting or ap* 
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proving them. He otk\f declares what be sfaouid do in 
subh a choice of difficalties. ^ 

With respect to his objection to a literal interpreta- 
tion of this moQh-controver\ed passage ; no consistent 
Protestant can find in it any ground for censure. He 
is as much at liberty to call the language of our Lord, 
in this place, figurative, as any Protestant interpreter 
has to consider the phrases of " eating my flesh," and 
** drinking my blood,*' in this very chapter, figurative. 
What I wbuld directly insist upon is, that in this, and 
in similar instances, which have brought upon him se* 
vere but unmerited censure, he is guided by the gen^« 
rally-admitted rule of interpretation, the analogy of 
faith^ This analogy will not, indeed, appear the 
same to all ; yet it will naturally, and, under due re- 
gulations and restrictions, which it is not my business 
here to lay down, not improperly influence the decision 
of interpreters with respect to doubtful passages. There 
is unquestionably, *' considerable difficulty in collecting 
the genuine tenor of Scripture doctrine ; great danger 
of substituting in the place of it, pre-conceived and 
precarious opinions, and of wresting particular passages, 

* If thew alternatives are to be regarded v ■<> unbecoming and oflbnaave^ 
wbat are we to tfaink of that laid down by one of Or. Priestley's earliest op* 
ponenti, IhaBer. lir. Venn, ivbodecbnted that if Dr. P. should prove his 
opipioiia t» be tme^ he ilQuld *« ban his Bible a« a book of lies, and a heap of 
impious nonsense.? Little at Unitarians are too commonly supposad to *•> 
verence the Scriptures, they, with Dr. Priestley, •* cannot help bei^g shocked 
at such expressiona.*' See Priettley^t Letter to the Reth H. Vetm. 

f This phrase, it must be confessed, is improperly borrowed ftma Rom, jSL 
6. ilSee CamfMTi PrO. Din. p. 112.) Yet the use of it may be aUowed aa 
* voyatlycxpifaiqgapriiicipltsdoptcdbyifiterpretert of every sect* 



io order to recoBcile then to tbeie \'* (She Gerard's 
InslituteBj &c. p. 161,) and therefore, the greatest oare 
and cautioD are necessary in applying this rule; yet 
still it is not| on these accounts, to be neglected. 

• 

** Wherever any doctrine is manifest^ either from the 
whole tenor of Divine Revelation, or from its scopp, 
it must not be weakened or set aside by a {isw obscure 
passages ; nor must an obscure, doubtf^il, ambiguous, 
or figurative text be interpreted in such a sense as to 
fioake it contradict a plain one : for, in explaining the 
Scriptures, consistency of sense and principles ought 
to be supported in all their several parts ; and if any 
one part be so interpreted as to clash with another, such, 
interpretation cannot be justified,*' ("See Horm^^ In-^ 
trod. YoL I. p. SdS, 358, first edit.) Let the remarks 
of Dr. Priestley in that Letter to Dr. Price, from wliich 
you have selected the present ar^cle of crimination 
against hrm, be examined by this rule, and they will 
not be deemed by any impartial Jud^e, instances of 
ignorance or temerity. He conscieniiously regarded^ 
(whether justly or not^ I have not now to inquire^ the 
whole tenor of the Scriptures of the New Testament, 
as inculcating the doctrine of the simple and perfect 
humanity of Jesus Christ, with which, of course, the 
doctrine of bis pre-existence is utterly inconsistent : Jie 
was Itilty persuaded^ indeed^ after what he thojoigbt the 
most careful and uo^rejodiced examioatisiii 
*^ this is Ihe loidy sense >that ean ht jpmi vpoa tiwm 
out iosinre." To interppet, tlierefore, the obscure and 
igufafive passage cited by his.fdend from John vi. 62, as 
proving the pre-existence of Jesus, he concluded, would 
be to contradict tlie analogy ^f faith* and io oppose the 
whole tenojr of Divine ReveilatiM. Wltat elsidCKliild hein 
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each a state of miod^ 6aj» bat that rather than assent 
to the mterpretatioA of bis friendy and the hypothesis 
founded on it, and thus make the Scriptures inconsistent 
with themselves, be wonid adopt any theory, any 
0M)de of explanation, which bad been, or should be pro* 
posed* 

Tboogh they may not choose to avoir it with Che 
saaoe freedom, Trinitarian expositors nnquestionablj 
proceed upon the same principles in their interpretation 
of those passages of Scripture, which, separately con. 
sidered, they must own, teach the doctrine of the sim^ 
pie humanity of Jesus Christ. Believing the whole 
tenor of the Scriptures to inculcate the doctrine of th^ 
Trinity, and consequently that of the divine nature of 
Christ, they bold themselves bound to explain such 
passages, according to what they deem the ancUogy of 
faith : and to this end they adopt a theory, which to 
say the leasts is as little supported 1^ any express words 
of the sacred writers* as forced, as groundless, and as 
absnrd, m yon may consider any of those alternatives 
proposed by Dr. Priestley, and which have provoked 
your astoaisbment and indignation* To make Scripture, 
as they think, consistent with itself, they are compelled 
to feign the bypotbesif, that Jesus Christ was pes- 
sessed of two natures, a human and a divine. Take, 
for instanoet wha^ if they were employed on our side, 
you would perhijps call *' miserable shifts", the methods 
adapted by Trinitoriao expositors, to jeconcile, with , 
tbeir i^ystem, the declaration -of our Lord, Mark ziii. 32.^ 
But qf that day and that hour knoweth no man^ nOf sol 
the angele which are in heaven^ M either the Son, but 
the Father. ^ Here,** says the Unitarian, ** we have <as 
decisive a. declaration of Cbcist*s perfect humanity as 
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words c«D well exprets."'— <« No," says the Trfoitarian, 
** rather than adopt this hypothesis, which contradicts the 
general sense of Scripture, I would suppose this clause, 
* neither the Son^* to be an interpolation ; # or that our 
Lord spoke merely in his official capacity, and of know* 
ledge receiTed by communication ; t or that the verb 
hnowethf is here used in the Hebrew manner, for, makcth 
to know^ or dedareth ; % or that Jesus was both God and 
man ; and here spoke in his human nature only." This 
last is the hypothesis most generally adopted ; but can 
any thing be more absurd than to suppose that a Being 
in whose nature Deity and Humanity are held to have 
been so intimately united, as to form one Person, 
could, as to one part of himself, be omniscient, and as io 
another part, possessed of very limited foresight? Caa 
any thing be more libelloiis on the character of our blessed 
Lord, than to say of him, that at the rery time that his 
words led those who heard him, to conclude, that he 
was absolutely and entirely ignorant of " that day and 
hour,^V he was conscious that there was a sense in^ 
which he did clearly and fully know them. Dr. Priest- 
ley must be held up to scorn or censure, for supposibg 
that the recollection of an aged apostle might not be 
correct ; while you and your orthodox brethren, with- 
out hesitation represent Him, ^ in whose mouth was no 
guile,' descending to duplicity and equlTocation. Is not 
this, to behold the mote that is in thy brother's eye, 
and not to consider the beam that is in thine own eye ? 
^ Fir&t take out the beam out of thine own eye ; and 
then sbalt thou see clearly to cast out the mote out of 
thy brother's eye." 

* Dr, A. Clarke in loc, 
f Warikn^i UHitariamim ineapiable of Vxn^kaiwiii 



45 

Tbe next count in four new indictment shall be dis« 
mined in a few words : in troth, it scarcely deserves 
notice. "You could have cited," you say, (p. 81,) 
" his disingenuous advice to Lindsey, on his conscien- 
tiously meditating the resigoatioo of the Vicarage of 
Catterick, to • make what alterations he thought proper 
in tbe offices of the Church': viz. those offices, by 
which he had pledged himself to abide ; ' and to leave 
it to bis superiors to dismiss him, if they chose !* " You 
might have observed that be has had the ingenuousness 
to record this * disingenuous advice,* in bis, own Me- 
moirs, with this remark subjoined : '' But his better 
judgment, and greater fortitude, led him to give up all 
connexion with the established Church of his own ac- 
cord."— The advice, I am confident, would never have 
proceeded from him, had he regarded ft as in any de- 
gree inconsistent With perfect sincerity and candour; 
for no man ever more highly valued these qualities in 
others, or more uniformly displayed them in his own 
temper and conduct. Nor do I see how this advice can 
be so regarded. Had he indeed remonstrated with 
bis friend, as others did, " for being so sijigularly nice and 
scrupulous as not to comply with what wiser and better 
men could accommodate themselves to :** had he joined 
jn suggesting to him, ^* that he was not the author or the 
contriver of the things imposed and complained of; that 
all he did was ministerial only, in submission to civil 
authority, which is, within certain limitations, the autho- 
rity of Ood, and which had imposed these things aolj 
for peace and public good ; that he ought not only to 
leave his benefice, but to go out of the world, if he ex- 
pected a perfect state of things, in which there was no 
flaw or hardship ; that if there was a general tendency 
in what was establisbed, to serve tbe interest of virtue 
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nd tnie feligion, ke ought to rest satisfied, and wait 
for a chaoge in otber inoidental matters that were 
grieroDs to him, bnt not generallj feK by others ; that 
in the mean time he had it in his power to forward the 
desired work, by preparing men^s minds for it, when^ 
eTer there shoald be a disposition in the stato to rectify 
what was amiss ; and that therefore, if he conid in any 
^oy of interpretation reconcile the prescribed forms 
with the Scripture in his own miod, and make himself 
easy, he was not only justified, but to be commended :*'^ 
If such had been his counsel also to this Tenerable con- 
fessor, not one word would I offer in his defence. But his 
advice was, that he should act openly and ingenuously ; 
and being a Unitarian, he should not conceal it from 
his parishioners or the world, but assume to himself 
the power of reforming the public service in his own 
Church, according to his own principles. If his su- 
periors, who could not fail to be quickly informed of 
this proceeding, allowed it, he was absolved from his 
former engagement ; if not, the removal of an exemplary 
minister frqm a station in which he was eminently use- 
ful, was a deed for which they would be answerable. 
Better advice, as Dr. Priestley himself acknowledges, 
might have been given ; but it cannot be rightly deno- 
minated ^disingenuous.** As to the violation of the 'pledge 
to abide by the offices of the Church,' according to the 
advice of Dr. Priestley, it was a matter of trial whether 



♦ MriMmV Mmmktif I^dt$^ f. ei. SS. Hisnot Ui« AodidfiaoQD ff 
Qevc^aqd koova those wlio |iave soothed their consdenoes by such 8U,gge8- 
tloDs as these; who, difflering in opinion, little, if at all, from the upright 
Vicar of Catterick, have neverUieless perfonned the services, and received the 
fVdniMatt, cT a TifaiitMiaa estaUtshoMnt P Of vviiat Ghwch f^dGftg9iy 
mimt¥mm^9 Hvf md dio fiottepoAy t nemhtr? 
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Ibe biihop lo wbon it was giveo^ would isMt vpoA 
it's beiBg obainred ; and it oouUL not bot be well known 
tbat a certain latitude in Ibe interpretatioo of it is. not 
denied. * It is in fact violated by all those clergjrmeii 
(and I am persnaded. Sis, yon well know Ibat the auai* 
bet of tbem is not ssmU) who negleet to read the 
Athanasian Creed on the day a appointed by the rabrie.t 
And an apostle baa declared tbat ^^whosoeTer shall 
keep the whole law, and yet ofTend in one painty be is 
guilty of all/* In such a ease, then, as the present, 
** let him that is without sin, cast the first stone.** 

Dr. Priestley's ** daring position that ^ our Saviour mis* 
understood and misapplied the Prophecies of the Old 
Testament relating to the Messiah* whieh even Mr, 
Belsbam allows ' looks like an attack upon his veracity, 
and is little less than charging him with vanity and 
arrogance,* *' furnishes the next subject of yonr crimi* 
nation. In professing to be the advocate of Dr. Prieat* 
ley, I by no means undertake th^e defence or justification 
of every position which he baa advanced. My great 

^ TiM Bsv. W« Hopkiof, an tfow<ed Arian, and Vkatd Bolnejr in SnmaCt 
** made himnlf cuif In hli oonUDOiM iu tiia Cbufch^ by oaifttiiig KNtte 
tbingi in the lerfiot, and making altanliont in dUian." Tbt]% in tk* JMmf 
he left out Uie third and fbycth in?ocatlons« and changed the aeeood, Ac* 
Hie diocean. Six W. Aehburnham, never Uatened to any comphdnts i^nat 
1dm fat hie n on e uufo t uii ty ; but on the contrary, annetimci dtajngutehed him 
in pabttc, by Us kind and partieular notiee. See LrndtegU GMotrt. en 
, CAf allien /idfal^ iMfvA p. <4P, 

tUIbeoameUylalamBdtthiectMd^ Hhfch every detgyaaan «< pli%e^ 
bfanaelf to eay or aiQg thirteen tiBMi Ineireiy year^ leMSd In wy fcw eribe t««> 
and twenty churehee in York ; and I have been told, tbat even hi the Cathedral, 
which baa the honour of having one of ita stalle fiUed by the Archdeacon of 
Clevdand, on two hl^ ftetlvala, at least, it baa been hitdy omitted ! ny 
wheee *• dJefagmiidUa wMo^ fhli baovatlon baa been iatraduced I know net. 
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object is to prevent tbe miscoQceptioos which fiieb 
partial statemeots as those which you borrow from 
Abp. Magee acd others, are caloalated to create, and by 
exhibiting what may be said on his behalf, to enable oar 
readers to arrive at a fairer conclusion. Since this 
position was disapproved even by those who, be- 
lieving in the simple humanity of Christ, were not 
unprepared to admit that he might be subject to the 
natural infirmities of human nature, it cannot be other- 
wise than offensive to those who ascribe to him, as his 
own, all the perfections of Deity. And, though' with 
Dr. Carpenter, (who has fairly and candidly considered 
this charge in his < Examination* of Magee,) I think that 
Dr. P. did right in fearlessly pursuing truth, I also regret 
that he did not, in the communication of oj^inion suffi- 
ciently weigh the effects. '* Till he had satisfied himself, 
by repeated and deliberate examination, and by review- 
ing them in their different bearings, that his opinions on 
this subject were well founded, it would, to say the least, 
have been wise, to confine them to those who would 
regard them only as materials for thinking.*^ fCarpen* 
ter*s Examination^ 4rc. p* 210.) It is probable, indeed, 
that it was, with some such view that Dr. Priestley 
composed the paper in which this obnoxious passage 
occufs. It is entitled ^ Observations on the Inspiration of 
Christ,' and was published in the Theological Repository, 
a work suggested by himself, and designed to afford to 
writers of all denominations, the means of freely discus- 
sing all subjects of theology. In the Introduction to 
this paper, he declares that he shall give free scope in 
it to his speculation9f and observes, " If no doubt be 
ever proposed, and no freedom of speculation indulged, 
an entire stop will soon be put to our progress in all use- 
ful knowledge i" and he thus closes his ' Observations' : 
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** I wish to hear what your learoed and hberal readers 
maj object to this Essaj, as well as to those which 
have preceded it ; both that I myself may form a more 
decided jadgment of what 1 have, perhaps too hastily, 
advancedi as well as be directed in my future disquisi- 
tions, I feel myself disposed to give free scope t6 my 
thoughts, and I am the less concerned in this unrestrained 
course of inquiry, as there will always, I hope, be some 
to hold the reins and check me ; and if the bridle be in 
a steady and able hand, I hope I shall never be an- 
trilling to obey it" fTheol. Rep. Vol. IL p. 46L 
iVorks, Vol. III. 347, 364.) 

If there be any one subject in the whole compass of 
theological inquiry peculiarly encumbered with diffl* 
colties, it is that which relates to the application of the 
prophecies of the Old Testament, to the persons and 
events mentioned in the New Testament. He who is 
insensible to these difficulties, I will venture to assert, 
has never paid to this important subject the attentioft 
it demands. And no real theologian of a liberal apiriti 
would endeavour to excite or keep alive prejudieei 
against another, especially if he bad given indubitable 
eTidence of his being a believer in Divine Revelation, 
bjr exposing to the censure of those who cannot be sup- 
posed to know all the perplexities of the subject* any 
ipecnlations into which his inquiries may have led him. 
The thanks of the Christian world, Sir, will be eminently 
due, and willingly given to you, if you will employ 
your leisure and your learning in clearing away all the 
obscurities, in which the numerous answerers of Collins, 
and others since their day, have left this interesting 
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topic still involved. And the satisfaGtion resulting from 
the accomplishment of this work will, I have no doubt, 
be far greater than any you can derive from the recoU 
lection of having laboured to destroy the reputation of 
one who, however mistaken be may have been, bad no 
other object in view by all his writings, than to diffuse 
the knowledge of truth, and to promote the practice of 
virtue. 

Of your fourth citation, or, '' his miserable equivocal 
tions in trying to get over his blunder about Bishop 
Bull's supposed defence of the Damnatory Clause is 
the Athanasian Creed,'* 4&c. I shall here take no notice ; 
all that it can require has been said in my former 
Letters. Your repetition of this charge, only shews 
that, notwithstanding all your boasting to the con- 
trary, you are reduced to no little difficulty iu 
finding matter of plausible abuse and censure. Nor 
will I waste many words in proving that neither Dn 
Priestley nor his ** zealous apologist*' have dealt craftily 
in the matter of his retractation' of the ** somewhat 
strong" epithet by which he designated the Mosaic ac^ 
count of the creation and fall. Granting that the terms^ 
a lame account and an imperfect account, are perfectly 
synonymous, yet the impression they make on the mind 
of a reader is by no means the same. The former may 
give great offence, where little or none would be occa- 
sioned by the latter ;• and on that ground alone, Dr. 
Priestley regretted that he had not employed the inof-^ 
fensive term. If in substituting the one for the other 
be intended to act craftily, it is strange that he 
had not the art to conceal his craftiness, by withholding 
the acknowledgment that both terms bad the same 
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JBeaoing. But he! had no iatentioa to deceive ; he was 
at all times superior to such meanness* He wished 
not annecessarilj to ofiFend. Id the very next sentence 
to that in which he retracts the offensive term, he 
maintains the opinion he had before avowed^ that the 
Mosaic acconnt is an imperfect one, not being derived 
from Revelation, but ** his own, and consequently, the 
best that he could collect from tradition.'* Perhaps 
yea will still cry Hem^ asttUia I Be it so ; I appeal to 
the impartiaL 

I must not so lightly pass over what you next say yott 
could have . easily cited : viz. ^< 5* The unguarded 
avowal of his views, extending beyond the removal of 
the difficulties of revelation, which probably among 
other causes, induced Dr. Carpenter to characterize 
him as fearlessly ' indulging in speculations, the results 
of which a more cautious lover of free inquiry and truth 
would have kept to himself;' and led the light* minded 
Geddes to represent the theological chemist (by an 
adoption of his own metaphor) as employed 

^ SubtiUa grana 'pararet 
Church quSms et Churchmen in calum up4>lomere posset'** 

To which you add in a note, ^^ That the upblow 
of the Church, however, was not the only one me- 
ditated, appears to have been the deliberate judg- 
ment of one of our highest tribunals ; which refused to 
indemnify Dr. Priestley for the destruction of some 
literary property, npon the principle that the law could 
afford no protection to works written against the morals 
and religion of the country. * To disprove a property 
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io these MSS. (sHid Lord C. J. Eyre,) as to the valu«of 
which, direct evidence bad been given, the tendeooy of 
anterior publications was all that was required.' What- 
ever may be thought of the maxim, what was tboogbt 
of Dr. Priestley's < anterior publications' is perfeelly 
clear."— *That yon should again with such apparent sa- 
tisfaction, allude to the disastrous and disgraceful outrages 
committed by the Birmingham rioters, which it would be* 
come every Engiishman, and especially every one anxious 
for the credit of the established Church, to bury io obli'^ 
vion, is a melancholy instance of the baneful effects of re- 
ligious prejudice. The wanton destruction^ in one hour 
of darkness, by the hands of an ignorant, misguided, and 
ferocious rabble, of the fruits of many years of literary 
and scientific labour, is a subject, surely, not for secret 
or ill-concealed exultation, but for deep and lirely sym- 
pathy. That only a partial and very inadequate redress 
could be obtained {pr such wrongs, and that owing, in 
no sligKt degree, to the operation of prejn<fice and 
passion, where the most strict impartiality and coolness 
ought to have pr^aited, is a circumstance which every 
friend of bis country, and every one accustomed to 
admire the li^iial a^ipioistratipn of English J^^tipe, vfill 
^ never cease to lament. * If you have correctly reported 
the observation of Lord G. J. Eyre, on that occasion, ii 
will be difficult for any one of correct principles not 
to suspect, however unwillingly, that be who sat on 
a British tribunal, to judge after the law, commanded 



• See JDr. Priat^'s Appeal io ihe Puf)lip on, the Riott fn .0Srm«|^ftd^. 
He who can read that work without pttyini^ his sufferings, admiring his fiir- 
titude and piety, and blushing for his country, is little worthy of the nBide 
of Christian or of Man. 
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Ibe iAnocent and already injured victim 6f pers^ca* 
Uot ** to be smitten contrary to the law."* A iHyroan^ 
afcid particularly one so occupied by professional engage* 
ments, as the Judge to whom you refer, may be well 
conceived not to have it in his power by bis owu per** 
aonal examination, to have formed a correct opinion of 
Dr. Priestjey^s « anterior publications ;' but you, Sir, can* 
not plead the same excuse for ignorance, and therefore^ 
it was not for yoo to throw out such insinuations re- 
specting the '< extension of his views,^' or to sanction 
the unfounded charge that he bad '* written works 
ngdinst the morals and the religion of the country." 
1 defy you. Sir, to substantiate this gross accusation. It 
is a libel upon a man who bad, from his youth up, a deep 
a^nae of religion upon bis own mind, who made it his 
first concern, in imitation of bis revered Master, 
to do the will of God with fidelity, and to bear bis will 



* Soow of my readers may ponibly be here reminded of a truly eloquent, 
«nd a truly British Vermont preached in the Cathedral Church of St. Peter, 
York* before the Judges, at the last Lent Assizes, by a Clei^gyman, whose dis- 
tinguished talents and energetic pen have been long, and unifomily, and sue* 
cessfuBy devoted to the support and diffbsion of the most liberal and en> 
ll j^MMWi priacfpleB; wbo» chnming for himsdf the right of private judgment, 
sacks not to deter others from the exercise of that invaluable privilege, by 
joining in the clamours of bigotry, by traducing their motives, or by exciting 
agunst them the suspicion or the contempt of the world. OH tie onmet, — I wish 
I could refer my readers to the whole passage in that admirable Sermon in 
which the preacher dwells upon the obligation of •* a Christian judge in a free 
kmd, to guard hims^ from the influence of party feelings,** by submitting 
to whidi, **be who ought to be cool, is heated; he who ought to be neutral, 
is partial : the ermine of justice is spotted ; the balance of justice is unpoised ; 
the fillet of justice is torn off: and he who sits to judge after the law, 
itmites contrary to the law.** But I regret to say that the Sermon is only 
printed, it is notpuUiJted, 
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with pious resigoatioD ; whose moral character the foulest 
breath of calumny could not tarnish, and whose chief 
desire and most persevering endeavour it was to purify 
religion, that its efiBcacy might be more powerful on 
the hearts and conduct of men. Give to these slan* 
derous insinuations some perceptible shape, some tan- 
gible form : produce the works of this eminent person, 
on which grou would join with the unrighteous judge, 
to stamp this frightful stigma of being written against 
the morals and religion of the country. I anticipate, in 
part, your answer : * He - attacked the ecclesiastical 
establishment of the country.' I allow it. He, like 
many other good men, both before and after him, con- 
scientiously believed that an ecclesiastical establish- 
ment is an anti-cbristian corruption, and injurious 
rather than favourable to the religious improvement of 
a people ; and as it became him, with such views, he 
zealously endeavoured to exhibit this important sub* 
ject to others in the light in which he regarded it. 
But will this support your charge? Will you venture, 
at this time of day, to identify the morals or the reli- 
gion of the country^ with it's ecclesiastical establish- 
juent ? If you do, you will bring the religion and the 
^morality of the country within eompilraitively narrow 
limits; and degrade to the class of the irreligious and 
the immoral, many of the most pious and conscientious 
.ipeoibers of the commuQity. 

As to Dr. Stonhouse's assertion, (p. 83,) that^^Priestley 
was one of the most mischievous men in religion, politics, 

* 

and chicanery, this nation ever knew ; a proud, pas; 
siooate, conceited man ;'' it deserves nothing more ox 
belter tbap a direct contradiction. They who know 
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mnj thiog of tbe history of mankind, well know how to 
appreciate siicb assertions. All who contradict estab- 
lisiied errors, either in religion or polities, but espe- 
cially in the former, will be sure to have a bad name from 
those wbo are friends to *^ things as thejr are.'^ I need 
Dot remind you, Sir, that the early Christians were 
generally branded by the Pagans, as atheists and ene- 
mies of the human race ; that the apostles were charged 
by Demetrius of Ephesus with endeavouring to turn 
the world upside down : that Paul was accused by Ter- 
tullos, at Csesarea, before Festus the Roman governor, 
of being a pestilent fellow, and a mover of sedition ; 
and that Pontius Pilate was threatened \vith being de- 
nounced as no friend to Caesar, if he suffered Jesus, the 
falsely reputed enemy and rival of X7ssar, to live ! 

Weary as I am, and as my readers must also be, of 
attending to these illiberal attacks upon this venerable 
victim of intolerance and bigotry, I must tax their pa- 
tience and my own a little farther, while I briefly notice 
a most extraordinary accusation in note 66, p, 86. 
" Dr. Priestley," you say, '* in the Postscript of his 
Letter to the Jews, lays himself extremely open to 
animadversion, where he says ; * on whatever principles 
you reject the evidences of the Christian miracles, any 
person will fee justified in rejecting those on which the 
truths of your own religion rests/ In this Jesuitical 
argument, bis adversary professes to detect the Deist-— 
^ for if God spake to Moses, why not speak to Jesus? 
And therefore, if you will not believe that God spake 
to Jesus, I will not believe that he spake to Moses. 
Now, therefore, you must either believe both, or I will 
believe none ; for, if you say the religion of Jesus is 

e4 



56 

falfle^ I say that of Moses is false also. £rgo» both are 
falser** Is it a Gbristian Divines and aDignitarjof 
tbe Church of England, that has condescended to bor- 
row this miserable trash from a bigoted and ignorant 
Jew, (for such David Levi unquestionably was,) and to 
sanction his application of the term * Jesuitical', to an ar? 
gument in favour of Christianity, in itself so strpog and 
so judiciously applied, and of tbe other term ^ DeisC also, 
to as zealous and able an advocate of revelation as our 
country has ever produced ? But Jew or Pagan, ortho«> 
dox or heretic, appears equally acceptable to you, if be 
can but furnish you with a weapon of any quality, to hurl 
at the distinguished object of your animosity, ^ M j chief 
object," says Dr. Priestley, addressing the Jews,*'is to con- 
vince you that tbe j07t>jDer, that is, the historical evidefice 
for the miracles of Christ, is of the very same kind with that 
to which you must have recourse, in order to prove the 
truth of those of Moses^ and, upon the whole, more strong 
and satisfactory. lf» therefore, it be in your power to per- 
suade a Heathen that God really spake to your ancestors 
by ]Vlt>ses, by tbe force of exactly similar argnmenta, 
you ought to acknowledge that the same great Being 
apake by Christ and the apostles; and on whatever 
principles you reject the evidence of Christian miracles^ 
any person will be justified in rejecting those on which 
the truth of your own religion rests." * And this is tbe 
passage in which '* Dr. P. lays himself extremely open to 
aniiaadversion'* 1 This is the argument which is Jesuiii" 
^al — and betrays the Deist ! It may be safely left to 
4)ur readers to determine to which side the reproach of 



* JUtierx to 4he Jews, Works, VoL xx, p, 250. 



Jcsuitisip belongs ; aod if tttfj caa believe tb» Arab- 
deacoD of ClevelRod lo be serious, \o totm a juct estl- 
mate of bis powers of ratiocioatioa. 

Mnoli as I have already exceeded the limits, wilbin 
which, when I began tbia Letter, I intended to oonflne 
■ayieJf, I mast not conclude, without noticing your fresh 
•edusatioDS of Mr. Belsbam. — " From almost every Uni- 
tarian production," yon observe, (p. 83,) " I tould have 
ee^ctedfome perilous assertion, Ac. e. g. Mr. Beliham's 
' nasonad' objection to the 'sabbatieat observation of 
the flrat day of the week'— ^ Whatever is lawful or ex- 
pedient upon «oy ooe day of the week is, uhder the 
Cbristiao dispensation, equally lawful and ezp^ient oD 
any other day.*" Decidedly adverse as 1 am, not 
without the authority of tbe great apostle of the Gentiles, 
to own any subjection to that " baod-writing of ordi- 
nances" which Jesus *■ took oot of the way, nailing it 
to his cross," I do oot hesitate to acknowledge that I 
cannot assent to the whole of this proposition of my 
venerable friend. I am, indeed, fully satisfied that in 
the sight of God, difference of days makes no difference 
in the lawfulness of any action j but I cannot help 
making a broad distinction between lawfulness in tbe 
sight of God, and expediency in respect of man. If, 
therefore, the terms 'expedient' and 'iDexpedieot',are to 
be taken in tbeir usual signification, I cannot but regret 
that Mr. B- has thought it right to use them. At the same 
time, he might justly claim some little candour and for- 
bearance on this subject from the members of a Church, 
some of the Supreme Heads of which (and among them 
tbe Blessed Martyr himself, ncting by tbe advice Af aA 
Archbishop of Canlerbnry) have not only authorised. 
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but eojoined the use of various profane sports on the 
Lord^s day. 

The next ^* perilous assertion you could select,*' (p. 84,) 
is his '* portentous Canon of Criticism, propounded in 
the Preliminary Dissertation to his late Translation of 
Paul's £pistles, viz. * That an ambiguous word is to be 
rendered by a word equally ambiguous 1' " To this 
Canon critics have, I know, objected, and in the trans* 
latioo of profane authors, it may be inadmissible. But 
in the case of the sacred writings, especially of the 
Epistles of Paul, I am disposed to think it sound and 
necessary ; of great use in preserving the impartiality 
of the translator. At all events, this '' portentous 
Canon" is not a novelty ; nor is it unsanctioned by the 
most respectable authority. In a learned and ingenious 
work which you very properly recommend to the at* 
tention of the Clergy, 1 find the following passage, in 
which you will hardly detect ^* the feodum inceptUf 
fcedum exituJ** ^' But it may be asked," says Dr. 
Campbell, ^* Is there then no case whatever in which it 
may be pardonable, or even proper, to be, in some de-^ 
gree, obscure? I acknowledge that there are such 
cases, though they occur but seldom in the historical 
books. First, it is pardonable to be obscure, or even 
ambiguous when it is necessary for avoiding a greater 
evil. I consider it as a greater evil in a translator, to 
assign a meaning merely from conjecture, for which he 
is conscious he has little or no foundation. In such cases 
the only unexceptionable method is, to give a literal 
translation of the words, and acknowledge our ignorance 
of the meaning. For the same reason, there will, be a 
propriety in retaining even some ambiguities in the 
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version. But ibis method ought to be taken only when 
the interpreter, using bis best judgment, thinks there is 
ground to doubt which of the two senses, suggested by the 
words, is the meaning of the author. If the language 
of the version be susceptible of the same ambiguity which 
he finds in the original, it ought to be preserved; but 
if the language be not susceptible of it, which often 
happens, the translator should insert the meaning he 
prefers in the one, and take notice of the other, in the 
notes, or on the margin." f Prelim. Diss, p. 620, 4to. 
edit.) Such is the " perilous assertion" of Dr. G. 
Campbell. — Another portentous canon is this ^'that 
when a translator comes to a passage, which must be 
rendered in a sense favourable or unfavourable to his 
own system, he will and ought to render it in the favour- 
able sense, &c. !'^ On this subject let Mr. Belsham him- 
self be heard : *^ No doubt, all believe their own system 
to be the true doctrine of the apostles : and when they 
come to a passage, which must be translated in a sense 
favourable or unfavourable to their own system, they 
will, and ought to translate it in the favourable sense, 
which must necessarily appear to them to be the \rue 
sense.*' And he afterwards very justly and incontro- 
vertibly observes, " In fact, to be destitute of a bias of 
this kind, is both undesirable and unavoidable: for 
what must we think of the translation of an author by 
one who professes that he does not understand his ge- 
neral scope and design? and if he does understand it, 
how is it possible for him to avoid paying regard to it, 
in giving the sense of an ambigaoua passage? Trans- 
lators are then only to be censured when, through the 
bias of system, they are induced td give a turn to the 
translation which the original does not warrant.'* When 
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joii> Sitf shall have proved that king James'a traoalatora 
did DOt form their version on this principle, * or produce 
an^ other translation in which the same bias is not 
perceptible, Mr. Belsham's canon may be deemed a 
portentous noveltj. 

In defence of the alteration of the text of Rom* ix. 6, 
I say nothing : I sincerely regret that the venerable trans- 
lator did not adhere to the rule by which he was guided 
as Editor of the Improved Version, '^ that the Received 
Text is in no case to be altered by critical, or at least, 
theological conjecture, how ingenious and plausible so- 
ever.'* To your censure of this alteration, you add a 
remark, (p. 84,) with which 1 cannot coincide. ^' Christ, 
you say, it is true, is elsewhere called over all, God, and 
blessed; but that did not suit the translator's sense," 
&e. It would have been well if you had pointed out the 
passages in which these terms occur, indisputably ap- 
plied to Christ. I cannot discover them. I find, indeed, 
in the English Version of Rom. x. 12, the phrase, over 
all; but if Christ be there meant, which is by no means 
certain, I would beg leave to ask whether Lord over all 
is a perfectly correct rendering of Kvp«o$ icaiflmf ? Nor is 
be .in any other place called blessed, (evXayvjloi) f and, 
until I have received more convincing evidence than I 
have yet met with, I cannot allow that he is any where 
called God. 



* Among the rules prescribed to the translators by the king, one is as fol- 
low : ** When any word bath divers significatiohs, that to lye kept which hath 
bMtt most commoaly us«d by the moft eminent Patheiv, being agieeable to 
die piapriAty of the place, ^andihe atuhg^ qffiUh,** 

4 JUb um occurs but eigfU tines in the New Testament; and in «?eiy 
instance, if this be not excepted, it is applied to the God and Father of Jesus 
Christ. 
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It U a oirOQnisteDM oot • liUle oreditable to tb« iiQck 
of my most highly respected friend, that in )>uniuing 
your UDgracious task of vituperatioOy you are reduced 
to the necessity of adding the following earilting nbte, 
(p. 84.) '^See also a transposition recommended Itom^ 
X. 16, 17. agaifist all the autkorUtea ! A fastidious sto* 
dent might p&rhaps detect, in this product of Thirty 
years* labour ! something like sciolism in the Notes on 
1 Oor. Tiii. 2 ix. JO. &c. &c/' Supposing the trans** 
position unnecessary, it's admission affisots no point of 
doctrine, while it obriates the necessity of interpreting 
the parttde mpa in any other than its most nsnal signi* 
flcation, or of reading, as some have proposed, the 1:6th 
▼•fse in a parenthesis ; and if it be ** unsupported by 
auikorities,^* as Mr. Belsham acknowledges, it has the 
sanction of Lenfant, whom I believe you will not pre«- 
snme to stigyiatise as a sciolist or a heretic. He who 
sbonl^ detect any sciolism in the other passages to 
which you refer, must be indeed, as yon tightly ob-^ 
serve, ** a faatidioue student;** bi^t whatever he de- 
tects in them, if he look with a little more care than 
jou appear to have thought worth your while, he will 
ascribe it, not to the translator, but to those from whom 
he borrowed it, (not without acknowledgment,) to the 
judicious Lenfant, Bishop Pearce, and your favourite 
Doddridge.^But the learned and venerable translator 
requires no further aid from me. His cause is, happily, 
in his own hands. In better it cannot be placed. The 
friends of religious truth know too well with what dis- 
tinguished ability and success, his former contests have 
been marked, to feel any anxiety for the result of that in 
heisabont to be engaged with an anonymous 
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critic, or not to aoticipate a decisive and honourable 
victory. 

Here for the present, I coDclude : not witboiit regret 
that I have been so long detained upon so unpleasing^ 
a subject. My regret, would indeed, be much dimi^ 
ntshed could I flatter myself that my humble labours 
would produce any permanently good effect. But 
while it is so much easier to bring ^* a railing accu« 
sation/* than to answer a weighty argument ; while the 
passions of men are so much more readily excited, than 
their judgments convinced. Unitarians must expect the 
frequent renewal of such attacks as those, which I have 
now a second time endeavoured to repel. But whatever 
may be the result, '' Liberavi animam meam :'* I have 
done what I believed to be my duty ; and, if I may say 
it without being charged with intolerable presumption^ 
I think. Sir, I have done something towards making yon 
better acquaints with your*s. 

• • » • 

I am, Reverend Sir, 

Your obedient Servant, 

C. WELLBELOVED. 



LETTER II. 



Aectius arbitror in tanik re, ratione quam auctoritate superaru^-P/lii. 

That your fidth should not stand in the wisdom of men, but in the power of, 
God-^ottA 

. / But of these who seemed to be somewhat, whatsoever they were, it maketb 
no matter to me : God aooepteth no man's person...«^aM2i , 



Rbvbrsnd Sib, 

It is, I assure yoa, with great reluctance, that I now 
enter again upon another topic, which, as I thought, 
was sufficiently discussed and satisfactorily settled in 
my former Letters : but the manner in which you ha?je 
introduced it into the Appendix of your last Charge, 
and the prominent place which you have there assigned 
to it, compel me to notice it again, and, I fear, at some 
Jength. « Had Mr. WeDbeloved," you say, (p. 26,) 
** even succeeded in bolstering up his sect with the 
names of Watts, Locke, &c. I should still have said, 
< Names are only authorities, not arguments.' " And in 
i\x\s I should most readily and cordially join you. It 
is, indeed, nothing else than what I have already said, 
I have declared it to be« in my apprehension, *' a, matter 
of comparatively little moment, affecting, in no degree. 
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the truth of our opioioos, whether, in claimhig the 
saoctioii of these Dames, we be right or wroog." * But 
I have certaioly reason to complain that you have here, 
also, not fairly represented t^e palter which is at issue 
between us : you have again contrived to make me ap- 
pear as the assailant, not, which was really the case, 
as standing on the defensive. It was not '* to bolster up a 
sect,*' which rests with immoveable firmness on the 
basis of divine truth, that I endeavoured to establish 
its claims to a Newton — a Locke — and others *^ re- 
Downed in their generation,** but to vindicate it from 
the charge of craft and disingenuousness, in ranking 
them amongst its supporters. I' should never have 
thought of appealing to these, or to any other unio-i> 
spired authorities, had I not felt myself called upon to 
repel your hasty, illiberal, and unjust accusations, and 
to shew how little the confidence with which you as- 
serted that these and other distinguished persons were 
Trinitarians, waa wiarranted by the passages ypiA cited 
ffQBn tbeif wQrMs tod the conplasion yoii drevpr Irom 
tbem. And I now renew the subject, 9ot b^eftuse I 
bafe in any degree changed my opinion, or have any 
thing lo produce which has not been before toougbl 
forwards by others or myself, but solely becmiae yo% 
h»ve dveU upon it 30 largely, apd appear to think that 
ftm hsiVf^ chosen ground on which you are nnassailabie^ 
'and of which yon cannot be dispossessed. 

Von disclaim any fondness for *' the puerile luxury of 
having the kmt wocd," yet to what but a taate for this 
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luxttrjf can your remarks on the case of Dr. Watts be 
attribated. You have prodaoed no new evidence of his 
orthodoxy; yoa hare made no effort to weaken that 
which I had collected from his own works, to show that he 
was far from being an orthodox believer in the Trinity long 
before the time when bis sentiments are said to have be-* 
come ** completely Unitarian." * I can account for the re- 



* In a note« indeed* (jp. SS,) we are infbnned that a Mr. Freeston wae 
told by a Dr. Stennetl, (both seeloua Tiimtazians,) that he, ac Dr. Stennett, 
had heard Dr. Watts declare (comp. Charge* &c. 1823, p. 27) «* That the 
atonement made hy the l>lood of Christ is the main pillar in Christianity, and 
the gnat pillar of his hopes." And theii it is tauntmgly asked, «• Is this aif 
article in the belief of Unitarianism ?** To which I atoswer^ If by atonement, 
be meant MaUf/aeUoih in the popuhur sense, it certainly is not ; but if by that 
teim, be meant reamciBationt according to the dedaratioos of the Christian 
Scriptures, it is maintained by Unitarians. It is a doctrine on which the views 
of Unitarians dilftr ; but not more widely, t apprehend, than those of Abp^ 
Magee differ fiom those of the daily Increaaing party of * true churchmen.* 

In return for the fovour of this note, I beg leave to cite a passage from a 
wry eiodient work Ifttely published by a learned and IntelUgent Trans-aflantie 
Unitarian. Discussing with great cleam e ss and force this very subject, tha 
orthodoxy of Dr. Watts, the author says, " But we have yet other testimony 
ftom Dr. Watts himself. In a letter to the Rev. Dr. Colman, of Boston, 
written in 1747, he speaks as follows. < 1 am glad my book of (Iseful Quet' 
Umt came safo to your hand. I think I have said eveiy thing concerning th« 
Son of God, which Scripture says ; ha I could mi go so far at to asy, wilAt 
tome qf our orthodoao dMnet^ that the Soh U xauAL vfUh the Father ; because 
our Lord himself expressly says, ■ The Father is greater than I.* ' Shall we 
stdl persist, that Dr, Watts was a Trinitarian, and that, when he said the 
Father and Son ure not equal, he meant directly the contrary ? If a man who 
pnAMsa a bdief in tha simple, undivided unity of God; who wfHes hngdy, 
to prove that the Son is a distinct, derived, inferior, subordinate, dependent 
being; who denies the personsUty and separate ezistenoe of the Holy Spirit* 
and odla It the power, orfaifluenoe, or operathig agency of God, andafRrms 
that than k no seriptnml evUte^ioe for wonfalppjaig this Spirit; if such a man 
ia to be aeoountcd a Trinitarian, it will be vem to trust any longer to the 

r 
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appearance . of his name only on the grotlnd of 
being unwilling to have ii supposed that jou bad beea. 
ooBfinced by any arguneAts of mine ; or of your being' 
desirous to put on record, more clearly than before* 
your contempt for the venerable author of ' The Cradit. 
bitity of the Gospel History/ That the teatimony of 
Lardaer, *' ihe cool and judicious Lardtier/' should be 
of little or no value, because it is that of a Sectarist, 
might justify something more than *^ triple notes of ad- 
miration,'* especially aa the authority on which you da 
rely, in proof that the last sentiments of Watts accorded 
with those of his early years, is wholly derived from 
Sectarian writers. I was induced to enter pretty largely . 
into the ezamioatioa of this queation, because you trl-. . 
umpbed, prematurely, as it appeared to me, in having^ 
put the subject of the orthodoxy of this pious and ami*- 
able man '^completely at rest:'' I flattered myself that/ 
I was net unsuccessful in my endeavours to unsettle, 
it; and I am persuaded that every impartial judge will 
determine that you have, in fact, acknowledged that. 
I have unsettled it, and that you cannot settle it again. 

* 

I can assure yoii, Sir, that I had not <* forgotten that 
Mr. Locke wrote not only the Rcdsonablenesa of Chria- 
iianUy^ but also a FirH and a Seconct Findicaium of 
it against Edwards :*' nor had I forgotten that he wrpte 
a First and a Second Reply, as well as A Letter, to the 
Bishop of Worcester. And no one who jrisbes to esta* 
blish the Anti-Trinitarianism of Mr. Locke, (which v^, 



farce of language, or to took for meaning in words, or dfstinetion in things.'''..^ 
Inquiry Into the CompanMve Mmi Tettdeticy ffTrin. and «7Wfc DMMAm/j^. 
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all I aim at,) will desiYe that these writiD^s of hii should 
be either forgotten or unnoticed. For I consicler it 
impoisible for anj one to read these Replies with atten* 
tioD| noticing their general spirit and tendency, and 
not satisfying himself with culling from one page and 
another, half sentences containing something like ortho* 
doK terms, or orthodox aAitiments, and not Qlearly to 
penseiye that neither the doctrine of the TriAity» at 
least as commonly niaintained, nor any of the doctrines 
which it is the fashion to call the peculiar doctrines of 
the gospel, were held by this ^MUustriou^ metaphysician.'* 
The whole tenor,, eren of his Findicationa and Replies^ 
is anti«trinitarian, and anti-calvinistical. 

I acknowledge, that in what relates to Locke's ortho« 
dozy, we do lay much stress upon *' the Canon of Sup* 
pression ;*' not because it is convenient, hot because it 
is most directly applicable to the case. For it seems to 
us scarcely possible, certainly in the highest degree im- 
probable, that any one should write a paraphrase and 
oopions notes on five of Paul's EpistleF, (one of them 
the Epistle to the Romans, which, if I recollect rightly, 
you once recommended to be selected and translated 
ioto the modern languages of the East, as being pe« 
enliarly adapted to teach the Heathen the truths of 
Christianity,) and yet afford n o indisputable evidence 
that he received the doctrine of the Trinity. Can you 
point out any other commentator on these parts, of 
Scripture, concerning whose opinions on this bead, 
any doubt exists ? It is still more astonishing, if pos- 
•ible, that the same silence respecting this doctrine 
ahottld be observed, in his Rmmmabi^MBS of CbrUtu 
amUyt a work expressly designed to shew what men are 

p2 
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required by the Scriptares to believe, ia ofder to be en^ 
titled to the name aod priviieges of Cbrittians. The 
doctrines of the Deitj of Christ, bis meritorious suffer-^ 
ings and atonement, are now held to be essential docr 
trines of the Gospel ; no one is allowed to call himself 
a Christian unless he receives thetn : and yet these are 
unnoticed bj Mr. Locke, at t)^ very time in which he 
is engaged in settKng the fundamental articles of the 
Christian faith ! No wonder that this omission^ among; 
others, gave occasion to the furious bigot Edwards ta 
pronounce him ** all over Socinia&ized'* ; and yet in bis 
two laboured Vindications of himself, as well as in his 
Letters and two Replies to the Bp. of Worcester, who 
had detected in his Essay on the Human Understanding-^ 
principles subversive, as he thought, of the doctrine of 
the Trinity, ** suppression" still prevails. From all his 
works, no one passage can be cited which directly and 
unequivocally asserts bis faith in that doctrine.^ You 
have endeavoured to infer it from several passages ; bul^ 
as I hope to prove, in a manner most illogical and un- 
satisfactory. But could such have possibly been the 
case had Mr. Locke been an orthodox believer ?^ Half 
a dozen words, in his First Vindication against Edwards, 
and in his First Reply to the Bishop of Worcester, would 
have settled the main point at issue, and fixed him fov 
ever in the ranks of orthodoxy. Account for this si- 
lence, Sir, if you can. I maintain, that on the ground 
of his being sound as to this article of faitb, it is al- 
together inexplicable. 



Tou say, indeed, (p. 87,) that '^ in his Second 
dication, (§ 14^ he has fully rebutted the allegatioB 
that * one cannot pass by any thing withoid contempt ^ 
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Uy* Bullet anyone read that sectioo, and be will 
be satisfied that this proposition is nothing at all to the 
purpose for which you have cited it. In rebutting this 
allegation, he has very satisfactorily proved that his 
passing by the Epistles did not imply, as Edwards had 
alleged, his contempt of them, because they did not 
come properly within his notice. They were addressed 
to believers ; and it was his design, in writing the SeO' 
^onableneas of Christianity to collect only what our 
Savioar and his apostles had said and preached to UU" 
ielievers. •* T perused," says he, ** the preachings of our 
Saviour and his apostles to the unconverted world, to 
fiee what they taught and required to be believed, to 
make men Christians: and all these I set down, and 
leave the world to judge what they contained. The 
Epistles, whieli were aU written to those who had em- 
braced the -faith, and were all Christians already, I 
thought, would not so distinctly shew what were those 
doctrines which w^e absolutely necessary to make men 
Christians ; they being not writ to convert unbelievers, 
but to build -up those who were already believers, in 
their most holy faith.** ^ But this cannot account for bis 
trilence respecting the doctrine of the Trinity. If that 
doctrine had been discovered by him in the Gospels and 
the Acts, be must, according to his declared purpose, 
have included it among those required by our Saviour 
and bis apostles, to be believed ; unless we are to sup- 
pose, that finding it there, he passed it by as a doctrine 
not necessary to make men Christians. But is this con* 
aistent with his being a believer in that doctrine ? Will 
yon or any other Trinitarian assent to the proposition, 

♦ IVorkt, vol. a p. ^l,fiL ^f' l'^*<>- 
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that the doctrine of the Trioitj is not taught in the dis* 
courses of Christ aod his apostles ; or not a fundamen- 
tal article of faith ? This, then, like most of your other 
citations, when properly examined, is found to be ad- 
verse rather than favourable to your cause. 

But you are unwilling to allow any force to this ar- 
gument, grounded on the absence of all express dedj^- 
rations of his faith in the doctrine of the Trinity* '* On 
this subject you say, (p. 28,) let us hear bis own reply 
io a similar crimination. ' If the omissions, which Mr« 
Edwards so much blames in my book, make me a So- 
cinian, I see not bow the Church of England will escape 
that censure: since those omissions are in that very 
Confession of Faith (the Apostle's Creed) which she 
proposes, and upon a profession whereof she baptises 
those whom she designs to make Christians.' "^ He had 
made -a similar observation in his First Vindwation. ^ { 

But did this satisfy Mr. Edwards ? No one can be sur. 
prised that it did not. ^^ We are not to think,^' says he, 
*Hhat the Apostle's Creed expressly contains in it all 
the necessary and weighty points, all the important 
doctrines of our Belief, it being only designed to be aa 
Abstract. It is with this Creed as 'tis with the Com- 
mandments and the Lord's Prayer. If a man doflk not 
more than is expressly enjoined in the Decalogue^ be 
can't be said to act as a Christtao. If he pra}^ for no 
more than is expressly mentioned in the petitions of the 
foresaid praytr^ be can't be said to pray as a good 
Christian. So if.a man believe no more than is in ex^ 
press terms in 4 he Jpo8tle*s Creeds l^is faith will not be 



* WitrkSf voL iU p, d9t. 
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of a CbfisUao." * . As, ia the opioioD of Mr. 
Sdvardfiy ChrisiiaB and. Trioitariaa are synooymous 
tenai ; he wai jnttiAed io this assertion ; and as yon, 
Sir, regard' thoee teiJms ia the same ligbti you must 
adflut the troth of his assertion. The Apostle's Creed 
is b J no means inconsistent with Anti-Trioitarianism. 
There ia nothing essentially Trinitarian in it« It 
speaks of the Father only as God ; and when it declares 
of Christ that hft was born of the Virgin Mary» Jt pro* 
pounds nothing more than has been believed by many 
Unitarians in all ages of the Churoh. Mr. Edwards, 
indeed, nMuniains that according to the Comment on 
this Creed in the Church Catechism, it comprehends 
more than the words expressly decbtre ; and whoever 
Witt closely consider what Mr. Locke has urged in 
R^pljft while he cannot fail to admire his ingenuity 
and aouteness, he will feel folly satisfied that he 
was unwilliag to admit the Trinitarian] explanation 
of this ancient symbol of faith. X 

If any thing in the way of argument from the Arch* 
deacon of Clevelaod could astonish me, it would be the 
sentence which follows next in order, (p. 29 ) *< That 
he, (Mr. Locke,) did not detect the fundamentals of 

t WoHa, voLiLp. S47«*651. 

$«*ThiApMU»'§Cre«d,**lwobienw8 in hit Firil ViniktUitmt ( fForkt^ voL 
it, fw iSS,) WW tal^eo, in the Snt agei of the Cbuich, to contaih ali thingi n^ 
icwiiy to nlvation ; I mean necessary to be believed s but you,** (EdwardSi) 
•• have now better thought onityandarepleasedtoenlargeit, and we, nodoubc, 
are bound to sabmH to your erthodexy.** What were these enkigements, 
but such commcnu as those of the Church Catechism, cited by Edwards, and 
those afterwards given by Pearson and^othecb : intended to make it speak the 
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Christianity io the Eptfttles, for which he elsewhere de« 
dares be has **as high a veneratioo as any one can 
have»'* was because be (rightly, or wrongly) considered 
them as written ^ not to conTert believers^ bht to boild 
up those who had already believed in their most * holy 
faith/ and therefore, * not likely so distinctly to shew the 
Doctrines absolutely necessary to make men Chris* 
tians* : and to what doctrines can he refer, except those 
which he had been abused for not having discdvered in 
them, the Anti-Socinian doctrines of the English 
Church ?'* Is it possible that such a question as this can 
be put by any one who has perused the Beasonableness 
of Christianity^ and its two Vindications ? Has Mr, 
Locke left it a matter of doubt, what he understood bj 
the doctrines absolutely necessary to make men Chria^ 
tians P Is it not the object of the former of these works 
to shew that all the faith required, as necessary to justift- 
nation, is, *< the belief of Jesus of Nazareth to be the 
Messiah, together with these concomitant articles of his 
resurrection, rule, and coming again to judge the 
world ;'* * and of the latter to vindicate this position 
from the objections that had been urged against it? 
And is it not this faith and these concomitant articles to 
which he refers as the fundamental doctrines which 
the Epistles, written to believers, were not likely so dis- 
tinctly to shew?^^the very doctrines, for the laying down 
of which, as aloi^e absolutely necessary to make men 
Christians Mr. Edwards reproached him with being 
all ov€r Socinianized? How then can he refer to 



language of Tnnitarianism ; but evidently in conttadiction io Mx* hffcWfi 
,view of it ? See also pp. 648, 649. 

* fT^to, wi w. j7. 581. 
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the Auti-Sociniao doctrines of the EDglisb Cliarch? 
' AHqoando bonus dormitat Homerus/ Snrelj, Sir, you 
must have been nodding over Locke's Folios when you 
wrote this sentence. If, after the preceding inquiries, 
any doubt can remain, as to what Mr. Locke actually 
discovered in the Epistles, let me refer you to bis * Pa- 
raphrase and Notes* ; and by a perusal of these, yoa 
must be fully satisfied that he never detected in them 
any Anti-Socinian, or rather I should say, any Anti* 
Unitarian doctrines. 



<« 



In another place,'* (you observe, p. 30,) ^* he asks, 
^ What if I should say, I set down as much as my argu- 
ment required, and yet am no Socinian V '* On which I 
would only observe, that I contend, not that Mr. Locke 
was a Socinian, but that be was an Anti-Trinitarian. 
Those characters may be perfectly distinct. I am as 
unwiUing as Mr. Locke could be, to own myself a So- 
cinian. In repelling, and no doubt, with reason, the 
charge of Socinianism, he does not clear himself of that 
of being an unbeliever in the doctrine of the Trinity. 
You add, *^ And I ask : what if he has said ; < He, that 
bath incurred death for his own transgression, cannot 
lay down hie life for another^ as our Saviour professetb 
be did.' " And I reply, what indeed if he has said this ? 
This will not warrant you to claim him as a Trinitarian. 
Whether, as y(hi inquire, and then determine for your- 
self in the negative, ** a Socinian would have thus ex- 
pressed himself?" not being a Socinian myself, I will 
, not take upon me to assert ; but I have no hesitation in 
asserting that it is a manner of expressing himself to 
which no Unitarian will object. Since an Apostle baa 
assured us that ** he who did no sin was made sin for 
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us:*' and our btessed Lord himself ba8 declared thai 
** he is the good Shepherd, and that he layeth down hit 
life for the sheep ;" we are not only ready to use the same 
language, bat we firmly believey and gratefully rejoit» 
in the doctrine it conveys : and moreover, in obedience 
to the precepts of the beloved disciple, we hold it to be 
oar duty, becaase He laid down his life for oS) if repaired, 
** to lay down our live^for the brethren* ^ Again, you 
say, (p. 31,) " He elsewhere affirips that ^pardon, and 
forgiveness of sins, and salvation by Him was. the great 
end of his coming ?' '^ ** Again he states ; * The Doc- 
trine of Redemption, and consequently of the Goapel, is 
founded upon the supposition of Adam's fall :' and else* 
where, * Satisfaction may plainly be collected out of 
several places in my Beasonaileneas of ChristiemUff, 
some whereof which I took oat of the Gospels I mentioned 
in my Vindication^ and others of them which I took 
pat of the Epistle8.-«-As I say, the design of our Saviour's 
coming was, to be offered up ; and again I speak of the 
Work of our Redemption, words which in the Epistles 
are taken to imply Satisfaction*' " Naw had you muli- 
tiplied such quotations as these teofoldy it could oot 
have answered your purpose, unless that purpose had 
been to dazzle the eyes of your readers, and to mislead 
their judgment. It is very true that Mr. Locke uses 
the term redemption^ and says that eati^action may be 
implied from Christ's laying down bis Hfe for us : but 
I challenge yoa to produce one passage from all bis 
works, in which it is evident that be used these or simi- 



• F^ this qiiotttion, as it appeiurs to be^ we are referrad to his Heasonahk' 
mm ofCMttiamtff. I wish the reference had been moie particular : I canndt 
■firid siich a .passive in that wprk. 
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lar tefOkS in any tbiag like the popular and orthodox 
se^fle^ His adversary was not satisfied with this de- 
leooe; aod no wonder* Besides, senteaces thus taken 
mt of their connexion, and given by halves, cannot pos- 
sibly -convey a correct view of the opinions of any wri- 
ter: I could easily fill several pages with, fragments of 
a diiiectlj opposite tendency. Nay, I should not de- 
spair of proving by such a method, Bp. Bull himself an 
AriaB, and Horsley and Magee unbelievers in the * pe^ 
cuHar doctrines of the Gospel.' The only way of ascer- 
taining Mr. Locke's sentiments, is to take a fair and 
comprehensive view of his system, and as it appears de- 
sirable, once for all, if possible, to settle the question of 
his orthodoxy, I will endeavour to exhibit such a view 
to my readers; keeping as closely as I can to his own 
words. 

According to Mr. Locke then, as we learn both from 
various passages in his work on the Epistles, and par- 
iiottlarlj from bis Heawnableneas of ChristianUy ; 
* Adam -being the Son of God, was immorlal ; but falling 
ifiem a state of perfect obedience, by this fall lost bliss 
and immortality : and he having become mortal, all who 
apmngfrom him were mortal like their progenitor; and 
thos woold have remained under death for ever, u e. 
on -dying, would not have revived, but have been for 
ever lost, bad not God, out of his infinite mercy, willing 
to bestow eternal life on mortal men, sent Jesus Christ 
into the world ; who being conceived in the womb of 
jk virgin, was not a son of Adam ; but like Adam, was 
was the Son of God^ and, in the image of his Father, 
immortal, as Adam, also, bad been before his trans- 
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fressioo. Beiog not only immortal^ but doing no 
8in, and consequently, incurring not death for any 
tranigression, he bad power from the Father to lay 
down bis life for others, and to take it again. In 
reward for this act of obedience, he restores all man- 
kind to life, and that life which he restores to all men, 
is that which they receive again at the resurrection. In 
consequence of Adam's fall, all men became mortal, and 
once dying, would have died for ever. In consequence 
of ChrisOs obedience to death, all men will be restored 
to life again, after death, at the last day. And so they 
none of them lose any thing which, by their own 
righteousness, they might have a title to : for righteous^ 
ness, or an exact obedience to the law, seems to have a 
claim of right to eternal life. But it is the unalterable 
purpose of the divine justice that no unrighteous person, 
no one that is guilty of any breach of the law, should 
'be in paradise, or be immortal ; and as all have sinned, 
and as all must sin, and whoever is guilty must certainly 
die and cease to be, the benefit of life, restored by Christ 
at the resurrection, would have been no great advan- 
tage, for as much as, here again, death mast have seised 
upon all mankind, if God had not found out a way to 
justify some ; proposing to the children of men, that as 
many of them as would believe Jesus bis Son to be the 
Messiah, the promised Deliverer, and would receive 
him for their King and Ruler, should have all their past 
sins, disobedience, and rebellion forgiven them : and if 
for the future, they lived in a sincere obedience to his 
law, to the utmost of their power, the sins of human 
frailty, for the time to come, as well as all those of their 
past lives, should for his Son's sake, who was his be* 
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lovedi and so was chiefly Tefflxded in all this, # because 
they gave themselves up to him as their king, be for- 
given them ; and so their faith, which made them be 
baptised into his name, (i. e. enrol themselves in the 
kingdom of Jesus the Messiah, and profess themselves 
his subjects, and consequently, live by the laws of his 
kingdom,) should be accounted to them for righteous- 
ness, i. e. should supply the defects of a scanty obedi*. 
ence in the sight. of God; who, counting this faith to 
them for righteousness or complete obedience, did thus 
justify, or mi^ke them just, and thereby capable of eter- 
nal life/' 

Such is the system adopted by Mr* Locke, to explain 
and support, which, he wrote The Reasonableneaa of 
QiriatianUy^ and in the illustratiou of which, many of 
his notes on the Epistles are . employed ; and you will 
indeed well earn the title,, which you give in scorn to 
others, of a ** Lyncean Divine,'* if you can discover in 
it any of what you call the mysteries of salvation^ or 
what are so generally and loudly proclaimed to be the 
peculiar doctrines of the Reformation and of the Gos-. 
peL Mr. Locke, indeed, sets out with utterly disclaim* 
log that which is now regarded as the foundation of all 
sound and saving theology ; the total corruption of the 
human heart in consequence of Adam's fall. <* By death 
here,** (Gen. ii. 17,) says he, << I must confess, I under* 



• See Bph. i. 6, note on. This phnwe >- C^riiiV joite, is never uted by 
Mr. L^dw in the common and orthodox sense. He repicsents, elsewhere, 
the rerival of mankind at the res un ec U on, as being tat Christ** sake.** ihat 
^hmgimnii^hutoeih wM^ he had received Msaremard ^ Mt et^firiitge and 
deeiht might not he without nbfeett.** 
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Mtid tiothiog but a censiog to be, the loriog of all 
flettODS of life and sense. If by death threatened to 
Adam, were meant the corraption of homan nature in 
bit posterity, His strange the tfew Testament should not 
any where take notice of it^ and tell us, that corruption 
seized on all, because of Adam*s transgression, as well 
as it tells us so of death. But, as I remember, every 
one*s sin is charged upon himself only/' Nor is his 
tlew of the doctrine of Redemption in any degree eott-i 
smant with that which is reputed orthodoit. * ^^ It \k 
obvious," he says in the first «enteoeeof The Reasm^Me* 
neest 4rc. ** to any one who reads the New Testament^ 
that the doctrine of Redemption, and consequently of 
the Gospel, is founded upon the soppositioa of Adam's 
ftdl. To understand, therefore, what we ate restored to 
by Jesni Christ, we must consider what the Scripture 
shews we lost by Adam.** That, he maintains, was 
immortality : the redemption, therefore^ is the restora* 
tion of immortality at the resurrection. And at the 
conclusion of the same work, replying to what he thinks 
might possibly be asked, viz.— «*< What need was there 
of a Saviour? What advantage have we by Christ?** 
he adds to that chief advantage of restoring mankind 
to immortality, which is the great subject of the 
treatise, no other than 1. The imparting to mankind 
the knowledge of one God — 2. A clear knowledg;i6 of 



* Let any one read Mr. Locke*8 tntae on Rom, Ui. 25 ; Eph. i. 7, 0. 8, 15» 
and all olhen of the same 1dnd« and he will be ftillj aatisfied that he affixes to 
the terms reiempUon, propUiaiitm, toHtfaeUtm^ tahoHdh &«- nothing like the 
ideas, which in orthodox systems they universally bear. His explanations of 
aH.the lea^ng texts on the side of Trinitarianism, and other points connected 
IRrith it, are strictly Unitarian. Could this have been the case bad he been a 
Trinitarian? ' 
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tbeirdotj^S. A. reformation of the outward fordts cyP 
worsfaippiog a Deity-— 4. EocouragemeDt to a virtuolis- 
aod pious life«— 5. The promise of assistance. la no 
part of his works do any of those iriews of the design 
and efficacy of the death of Christy which so generally 
prevail, appear. He, who in the Apostle's Creed isoon^- 
fessed as the Father Almighty, maker of heaten and' 
earth, is spoken of by Mr. L. as ^* the one, invisible,, 
eternal, omnipotent God." Of the deity of Christ he 
no where says one word. He speaks of him as the Son* 
of God, not by any eternal generation, bat by hie 
miraculous birth ; and as to that more pure and spiritual 
part, which by divine extraction he had immediately 
f<rom God ; the most eminent and oharacteristical mark 
of his being the Son of God, being his resurrection from 
the dead. * If in any place he speaks of *^ the Sen of 



• Wortc9^ Vol. U.p. 558. lUtm. L 3-^ 
Blaewhere (Wbrkt^ U, p, 559) he says, '* God has now a Son again in the 
moMt^ (Adam hsviftg been hie' Son formerly) «* the tot-bom of many 
bratlMD, who aU now by the Spirit of adoption, can aqr, Abba, Falheft Ana 
ffc^ by adoptkm, being for his aake made his brethren, and the sons of Glo^ 
oome to share hi that inheiitanoe which was his natuni right; he hHt^ ht 
IM^ UneSmqf God; which faiherltance is eternal life.^ 

It is deserving of remark, that Mr. Locke's sentiments concerning the Son- 
ddp of Chibt, are predsdy the same with those of the old Unitiriens. tV> 
Ite qm^Hf^ In tbn fiaeevlan CatecUsm, *« Was, then, Oie Lotd Jeans • 
mBre or common man?*' It is replied, *«By no mesne: bectuBe,*ilm, 
though by nature he was a man, he was nevertheless, at the same time, and 
even from his earliest origin, the only begotten Son of God. For being con- 
f odved of the Holy Spirit,- and bom of a virgin, without the intervention of 

any human being, he had properiy no fiitiier besides 9nd. Secondly, because, 
ae Cfariat lestlSm of Umielf, he waa npctiSed and aant hue tiie wmtf by lbs 
Father, Ac. Thhdly, because, as the .^Mstle ^aul testifies, he ww 
from the dead by God, and thus, as it were, begotten a second thne^** 
* Haeovim Caie^Umj tranUaUd hy Dr, T. Reetj p, 5t. 



God while clothed io the flesh,*' whicb^ as you assert it^^ 
most 00 doubt be the fact, it affords no proof of his 
boTiog beeo a believer io the doctrine of the locarnatioo. 
He may have used soch a phrase io perfect coosisteocy 
with bis more plainly deckred opinions respecting his 
natitre. . Job says of himself that God had * clothed him 
withflerii' (Ch. z. 11.) 

I ackoowledge, with all gratitude', your kindness io 
assistiog my recollection respecting the term * mystery,* 
aod only regret that you should offer any thing like an 
apology for so doing ; since, like yourself, ** I {rust* I 
shall always, with President Edwards, feel grateful for 
iostmction, even from a child or an enemy.*' (Charge, 
182S, p. 84.) Yet though my recollection is refreshed, 
my judgment is not altered. I am still confident that 
when Mr. Locke speaks of the mysteries of salvation^ 
he has no reference to doctrines in themselves incom- 
prehensible, but only to those purposes of God which 
had been kept secret, but were*at length by the appear- 
ance of the Messiah, and the preaching of the Gospel to 
the Gentiles, fully made known. Nor is there any 
thing in the passage you have cited, at all inconsistent 
with the creed of a Unitarian. " The Holy Scripture," 
be says, ** is to me, and always will be, the constant 
gilide of my assent ; and I shall always hearken* to it, 
as containing infallible truth, relating to things of 
highest concernment. And I wish I could say there 
were no mysteries in it : I acknowledge there are to me, 
and I fear always will be." If Mr. Locke refer not 
here to those passages in the Scriptures which contain 
nothing in themselves incomprehensible, but are per- 
plexed and obscure, in consequence, partly, of their 
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or^tfial ooDstructioiiy and partly of the various circiUD-' 
itanees belooging to works of bo pecaliar a ebaraoter^ 
and so remote an age, he may speak not merely of the 
word €f Oodt but of the sulijeet <^ tw^iaiifiak^ in 
whicb ease be says nothing which has not been more 
strongly said by one of your ^ Lynoean Difiaes^' wb<^ 
are so peculiarly jealous of the word * mystery/ 
(p. 38.)«-I cannot *< humbly presnme to assist your 
itcoUectiott,'' because the passage to which I aji^ide 
ia lo be found in the Sermons of a << Sectarian Dis^ 
qniaitor ;" but I may» perhaps^ by quoting it» coireot 
some little misconception respecting the ppinions pf 
«< bis school.*'— '< k% in naturi^/' says Mr. Cappe,/' and 
in providencef so also in revelation* there are deep 
things and unsearchable; secrets too profound for 
human sagacity to penetrate, mysteries too intricate* for 
the present, to be unravelled by the human mmd. If in 
nature there is what you cannot (athom, if ia proividence 
there is what perplexes you, can yon expect that In re« 
▼elation there should be nothing but what you can com» 
pletely comprehend, and perfectly explain ? They have 
the same great author, God ; and address themselves to 
the same diminutive observer, man. If the things that 
are seen, and present with us, are in so many instances 
lost in clouds and darkness* can it be supposed that 
things unseen and things to come, should, in every in- 
atance* be conceived by us more clearly, aod oompfe* 
bended more completely ? It does not follow that be- 
cause they are revealed, they are therefore perfectly 
explained ; it does not follow because God is the re- 
Tealer, that therefore man, to whom they are revealed^ 
should comprehend them as perfectly as he." * 

* Cafg^9 DiiOfmrtct en Praetktt Subjedt^ p* 279. 

G 
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But Mr. Looke, we ara told, (p. 31,) in bh Fir^t R^f 
to the Bkhop of Worcester, ipeaks of the doctrine of 
tiie Trioitj ai * an Article of the Christian Faith.* It 
is trne, 1m does nse these words ; but whoever will lorn 
to the passage, (Wwk9^ Vol. i. p. 481,) for it is too 
long to be transcribed, aod will mark the retj oaotioua 
and skilfcil manner in which it is constraoted, will be 
far firoffl being convinced thWt Mr. Locke held the doo- 
trine, at least in any thing like the way in wbich • it hi 
cdmmonly maintained. The Bishop, we know was 
not convinced by it ; but in bis Answer, told him thai 
*be should have cleared himself by declaring to the 
world, that he owncfd the doctrine of the Trinity, as it 
has been received in the Christian Church.* To which 
Mr. Locke replied *^ ' In what you require of me here, 
you possibly have cut out too much work, for a poor 
ordinary lay-man, for whom it is too bard to know haw 
a doctrine, so disputed, has been received in ^he Chris* 
tian Church, and who might have thought it enough -to 
own it, as delivered in the Scriptures... I presume yoar 
Ijordship, in your discourse in vindication of the doc* 
Irine of the Trinity, intends to giye it us, as it has been 
received in the Christian Church..* But if I am lo own 
it, as your lordship has^ there delivered it, I must own 
what I do not understand .; for^ I confess your exposi- 
tion of the s^nse of the church, whoUy twiscends my 
capacity.*' And is it not universally allowed, that 
every exposition of that doctrine transcends the capa* 
city of every one ; and is it not expected of every believer 
in it that he own it with implicit faith? Is. not this a 
a virtual decUration on the part of Mr. Locke, that be 

• ITorXr/, For. i f. 455. 
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could aol receive thai doctrioe ? But jou observe (p. 
31) *^that the honest essayist declares, *be thinks 
it enough to own it, as deliyered in the Soripture^J '* 
Tf oe, and without bein^ a Trinitarian. H. Taylor, 
an Arian, held **ibe Christian doctrine of the Tri- 
nity, as revealed in the New Testament.*'* The late 
Dr. Le Courayer was no Trinitarian, yet he could 
•peak of a Seriptnret Trinity. ^* I believe,'* says he 
**' that there is but one God ; and that his Spirit is not a 
•ubstance distinct from him ; and that Jesus Christ, to 
whom the Deity was most intimately united, is his Son 
by virtue of that union. This is all the Trinity that I 
find in the Gospel. And I have no conception that any 
other kind of Trinity can accord with the unity of God. 
-•The Incarnation moreover, has nothing in it contrary 
to the doctrine of the Unity of God, any more than the 
Trinity. Accordingly^ it is extremely remarkable, that 
neither Jesus Christ, nor his apostles, have ever re- 
presented these myeteriea to us, as containing any 
thing incomprehensible, or not to be reconciled to 
reason." t Thus, Sir, you see that something of the 
hngoage of orthodoxy, may be held by those who 
cannot be reckoned among orthodox believers. If 
Mr. Locke did indeed own the doctrine of the Tri« 
nity, as delivered in the Scriptures, it was what 
be ooQld understand; and consequently very different 
from that of the Athanasian Creed. — Bnt once more ; 
lor I am desirous of leaving nothing unnoticed, to 
which you have referred, lEuid on which yon lay so 
much stress: **Mr. Locke adds,'* you observe, (p. 81,) 

• i^oftyy ^ Api JCprd. F(riL {.jr. 14& 
t IMtey^M FMkkf FfkMkmm^f. 186. 
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'' ' I say with Mr. Cbillingworfti, that I do heartily ae« 
knowledge and believe the Articles of our Faftb to he 
in themselves troth, as certain and infallible as the Tery 
common principles of Geometry and Metaphysics.* 
and farther, * I agree with you, that there is but oee 
only true religion : I agree, too, that that one ont)r true 
religion is professed and held in the Chnreh of 
England.'* I hope you do not mean it to be undier* 
stood that dther Locke or Chillingwortb referred to the 
Thirty •nine Articles: if you do, you misrepresent ibem^ 
Chillingwortb certainly, and Locke, I am fully per- 
suaded, had in mind th^ Articles of the Apostle's Creed; 
which, as I have before said, are perfectly consistent 
with Anti*Trinitarianism. And when Mr. Locke aays 
that there is but one only true religion, and that Ibat 
is professed in the Cliuroh of England, does he meM 
that the whole system of doctrine and worship, adopted 
by the Church of England, is the only true religion ? 
By no means : as any one will peroeiye, who will not 
be content with a mangled sentence, but read the 
whole chapter (the seventh) of the Third Letter on 
TolermHonf in which the words occur. ^'1 graot,*^ 
says he, ** that there is but one true religion in the 
world, which is that whose doctrine a ad worship are 
necessary to salvation. I grant, too, that the troe 
religion necessary to salvation, is taught and pto^ 
fessed in the Church of England : and yet, it wrR 
not follow from hence, that the religion of tbe Churek 
of England, as established by law, is the only true re*- 
ligion, if there beany thing established in the Churck 
of England by law, aud made part of its religion, which 
is not necessary to salvattoo, and which any other 
church, teachiog and professing ail that is necessary to 
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sakaiioii,. does not receive."* He further observes, 
that bis adversary caobot say <^ that the natiooal reli- 
gion of England is the oolj true religion, though it 
contain the onlj true religion in it ; as possibly most, if 
not all the differing Christian Churches, now in the 
world, do/^ And at the conclusion of this chapter, ad<- 
dressing his adversary, he says, " You, therefore, who 
are so apt withpnt cause to complain of want of ingenuity 
in others, will do well hereafter to consult your own, and, 
another time, change your style; and not under the 
widened name of tke true retigion, because that ie of 
more advantage to your argument^ mean only the re- 
ligion established by law in England, shutting out ail 
other religions now in the world." Is this the language 
pf one who received all the doctrines of the established 
Cbarch, as the doctrines of the Gospel ? It is evident 
from his Replies to Edwards, that by < the religion, 
the true religion taught and professed in the Church 
of England/ be means ** that confession of faith,*' 
/viz. the ApoatUe Creed J ^ which she proposes, 
and upon a profession whereof, she baptizes those 
whom she designs to make Christians.** But this 
faith, as I have before remarked, is not Trinitarian. 
It may be professed by a strict Unitarisn.t This Creed 



*IFor*f, rol.il. II. 406. 

-\ In the first Edition of * The Bock <if Common Prayer reformed^ jv.* bjr 
Vixi Lindsey, the Apostle's Creed was retained, with the omission only of the 
Sdlowiqg clauses : •« He descended into heU,"*-<« The holy Catholic Chinch,*' 
and ** The Communion of Sainik*' In subsequent editions, it was omitted 
solely, because it was not written by the Apostles ; because it was deemed 
wrong to put persons upon making a declaration of their faith in assemblies for 
Christian worship ^because no one ought to dictate to others what they are to be- 
Ueve; and because the imposition of Creeds has been the cause of many evils. 
See lAniteyU Sermon on Prayer, ^e, p. S5. 

g3 
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Ifae only coDfession r^nir^d of tfaoie wlio coone 
to be baptised and admitted members of tbe Cburch in 
adolt age, Mr. Locke, od this ground, maintained that 
tbe Cbnrcb of England professed and taught tbe true 
religion. Neitber tbe Atbanasian Creed, nor tbe Nicene 
Creed, nor tbe Tfairty*nine Articles being proposed to 
the convert on that occasion, be tboagbt himself at li- 
berty entirely to overlook them ; and they never appear 
,to enter into his definition of the only true religion. 

Yott may affect to treat all that I have advanced as 
** glosseries and quackeries and repetitions of antiqna- 
ted sophistries :** * Prove them to be so, and I will be 

* In the pmBgi ftom which these words are Udcen, ipp, 33, 34,) there is 
an insiiiuation whidi I canoot sufftr to pass wholly without notioe^ but of 
which I will not speak in the tcnns which alone are suitable to it, •• The 
Sodnians and Arians, says Biddle, * esteem of one another as Christians and 
true believers*— though"* <adds the Archdeacon, ** the former deoy, and 
tlie latter affirm, the pre-existbioe of the Saviour ! ftc But Pilate and Herod, 
it has been finequeatly reanarked, wert nmdefHatdi together in otder to cm* 
cify Christ. Thus we find the fiollowcrs of Sodnus quotic^ Prioe and Beosan 
and Chandter, &c. &c» with great oomplacengr.** And why not, when all 
are equally believers in the * One only true and living' God, the God and 
Father qf our Lord Jesu^ Christ ;' in whatever terms they may speiok of Him 
whom the Father, >the great jmd only PSoteatate, sent into the world f Th^ 
are, to say the least, as nearly alUediu the Souths, and the Shcflocks, and the 
Waterlands and the WalUses^ to all of whom, as to truly orthodox believers, 
the Archdeacon gives the right-hand of fellowship. And cannot they who even 
hold the perfect humanSty of Christ, and they who suppose him to bave bten 
a pre^xistent spirit, be friends together as believers in the unrivalled supre* 
maey of the Father, witliout being accused of the base design of denying and 
degrading Him, whose disciples they tall themselves, and Whom fhey pro- 
f^ to loveiud honour ? Why Should they Who firmly believe in the divine 
mission of Jesus, who rejoice in his doctrine, and revere liia precepts^ be 
likened to those who despised and insulted him, and unjustly condemned him 
to death, for no other reason than that after the most diligent eiaminatioo of 



ooDteni that tlie name of Locke should be earoUed 
among ''yoer PenrsoM and yoar Bevecidges, your 
Lealiefl, yoar Hookers, and your Wateriaod9.V (pp. 15^ 
16.) Bat every attempt of this kind, you must surely 
pereeire, will be Taio. Agreeably to your wishes^ I 
have ' span no cobweb theories about the SocHiiaaism 
of Mr. Locke,* but I have thrown aronod you the 
strong toils of demonstration as to his Anti-Trinitarian- 
ism, and straggle as you will, 1 4im oonfident you will 
not be able to esoape. 

In my former Letters I lirought evidence which ap* 
pears to me sufficient to convince any one, not pre- 
determined to resist conviction, that Unitarians claim 
the illustrious Author of the PrincipiOf upon better 
ground than *f The Canon of Suppression." Tet if it 
were not so, I should deny that ** this convenient Canen 
will authorize us to draw at least as plausible an in- 
ference the opposite way." — " To a person of Newton*s 
integrity," you say,Xp. 87,) " it would surely appear far 
more a matter of duty to assail an established idolatry^ 
if be bad believed it to be such, than to volunteer the 
defence of an established truth. His silence, there- 
fore," you conclude^ ** would be proportionally more 
natural in the latter case than in the former.** But 
may not his silence in the former case be perfectly well 
accounted for? May not a man of great integrity be 



the SoipCiiret of tmUi, tbef tiiink themselves unw mmte d to receive and 
edote him •• the suptcme and everiastiiig God ? The ehaneter and fteHqg of 
ti|Mftght and eooadentioas men oiight not to be thua sported with, tor the 
porpoee, as it should seem, of either srscing a period* or of gratifying an in. 
tolerant and censor i ous spirit. 
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UDwiiliog to become, in any sense^ a nnartyfw^o expote 
IrfiDielf to ilie aooft atid ioialts, the reproaeh and iuUmy^ 
wMh which inpated heresy ia viflted? Did fae aolaee 
enoagh of the spirit and condnGft of Ibeaealote at his day, 
io their treatment of Clarke And Whiston, im make one 
of his '* most fearAil and eaattoas temper,^' rery canefai 
not to put himself io their power?* I need not mai^ 
tiply these qoestioos. Your knowledge of hwmao na- 
ture, and your experienee of the w^d, will enable you 
to reconcile Sir L Newton's integrity with bis abstaining 
from an open attack on opinions which he may secretly 
have condemned «8 unscriptnrel and even idoktrous. 

< 

You proceed to another trial of this "^convenient 
Canon of Suppression ;** and the result is, if possible^ 
still less successful. In the 14th oh. of hwObsefrva^ 
tiona on tka Prophecies 'of Daniel^ Sir Isaac Newton 
tells ns that Athanasius hid the bones of the Baptist 
from the persecution of the Emperor Julian--Hrefers to 
these fflirade-working bones more than onoe,' and adds, 
that Athanasius, -even from bis youth, looked upon the 
dead Saints and Martyrs as mediators of otnr' prayers. 
*«< ffere then/* you observe, " would have been the phoe 
for krm to introduce, not unaptly, a censure on ihe.doo* 
trine of t^e celebrated Creed, had "he judged it an inno^ 



* See WhUUnCt Memoirt, p. 29S. See also Up. Hare's DifficuUkt attd 
Discouragementi in ifte Study of the JSMftura. It appears Arom this admi- 
rable t*ract, that heretics had no more favour shewn them in those days than 
)hey liave now. •* If you do not continue orthodox,** says the Bisiicip, ** eveiy 
thing you say or do, will have a wrong turn given to it. A slip of mennQr 
shall be made wilful prevarication : a mistake in a citation shdl be fbrgeiy and 
corruption : an error in an incideHtai point of learning shall be a good pix»f 
that you know nothing,*' &c. &c. 
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^ralkiB «ipo€i thfti of the Cbfisiian Chuicb. How are we 
4o Mlecpret tbe ottiissioD V^ The aaswering of svch on 
iaqoiry is almost as f raat an toMiU to tbe aoderstaodiDg 
<d my jeadeiB, as tbe proposing of tke inqairy itself. 
Plainlj, because io a chapter written expressly to illns- 
Crate the proplMcrjr of Daniel relating to *' MahnzEim," 
hj tracing the origin and progress of tbe worship of 
^Sainia mad Martyrs, the mention of tbe Atbanasian 
dveed wovld have been n^st unapt ^ and Sir I. Newton 
was not so loose and incoherent a writer, as to intro* 
4)nce subjects altogether foreign from his argument 
fiesidea, if it was his design in that chapter insidioasly 
to attack the Athanasians^ (as it is supposed by some,) 
he would scarcely hare thought of openly attacking 
their Creed: especially as he could not charge upon 
Attmmsius himself a Creed, which he knew was com- 
posed abor« a o^itury after his death. 

You proceed thus 5 *' Again, when in his Obserra* 
tjons upon the Apocalypse of St. John, he speaks of the 
Lamb of God which taketh away the sins of the world, 
or as he calls him, (in p. 382,) the Lord of Lords, and 
King of Kings, Ac. and quotes the aoclansatioo of Bles* 
sing, honour, glory, and power, unto' Him that sitteth 
upon the throne, and to the Lamb, for erer and erer, 
as part of tbe worship of the * primitive Christians,' since 
be does not interpose any caution on the subject, is it 
not reasonable to conclude, that he felt such caution to 
be unoesessary ?** Pray, Sir, is it indeed Sir L Newton 
that interposes no caution, or is it the Archdeacon of 
Cleveland, who has here adopted tbe *' Convenient 
Canon of Suppression,*' and omitted tbe caution actu* 
ally interposed by Sir Isaac ? To me, at least, it ap- 
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pears thai siiffieieDt caution is to Im found in a passage 
wbich, for some reason or otheri joo have not chosen lo 
transcribe* Having cited Apac. cA. v. 6-^1 0, Sir L New- 
ton adds this comment : '* The Beasts and Biders, there* 
fore, represent the primitive Ckrisiians of all nations ; 
and the worship of these Christians in their churches is 
here represented under the form of worshipping God 
and the Lamb in the temple : God foe his benefadioo 
in creating all things, and the Lamb for his benefaction 
in redeeming us with his blood : God as sitting upon 
the throne and living for eveVf and the Lamb as ex^ 
aUed above all by the merite of hia dsath.^* He then 
recites the acclamation which you have quoted. Ud« 
doubtedlj this comment was inserted in. the paaeage 
yoa have imperfectly transcribed, to shew that the 
worship which the primitive Christians offered to Christ, 
was a subordinate worship ; and, therefore^ it ought not 
to have been omitted, ** How shall we account for this 
omission?*' Some of my readers, may perhaps, answer by a 
pretty *' comprehensively significant shake of the head.** 
Let any one with this comment in his mind, read the 
Treatise of Mr. Emiyn, (the friend of Sir Isaac New- 
ton,) intitled A Vindic<Uion of the Worship oftheLor4 
Jesus Christ on Unitarian Principles^ in which this 
very passage from the Apocalypse is cited, and he will 
not find in this, or in any other passage of the Observar 
tions on the JpocalypsSt the slightest ground for dis- 
puting the Anti-Trioitarianism of the illustrious author. 
It is not a little remarliable, and I thinly you ought not 
to have suppressed the fact, that the Editor of Sir Isaac 
Newton's ObservationSf'tfc. has jprinted at the end of 
the volume, another copy of the last pages of the work 
*< differently drawn up by the Author/* and from 
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vbfch tbe irhole passage to wfaicb yoo have referred, 
is omitted* I mean not, hovreTer, to ground any 
tnference on this, as perhaps it is impossible to ascer- 
tain wbicb of the two copies received tbe last sanctiofi 
of tbe autbor. 

Once more : ^ Wben then,** you observe, ** in «d- 
^dilion to these considerations, we iearn that Newton is - 
«aid to have closeted some of tbe Members of tbe Royal 
Society, in order to get clear of the Arran Whiston as a 
'Heretic* who bad recently addressed bis Letter fd 
Finch Earl of WinchelseaT (Nottingham) ** tm ^ 
Eternity of the Son of Chd and his Efoly Spirit^ we 
shall hardly be disposed to brand bim as a Socinian.*' 
As hardly will any reasonable person be disposed to 
grant that he was a Trinitarian. And I should be very 
glad to know where, but in your Appendix, ^ we learn 
that Newton wished to get clear of the Arian Whiston, 
as a * Heretic?*'* We certainly do not learn it Irom 
Whiston himself. He tells us, indeed, that upon being 
accidentally asked by Dr* Hatley, * Why he was not a 
Member of tbe Royal Society ?' be answered, * Because 
they durst not choose an Heretic* *' Upon which,** be 
adds, ^* Dr. Halley said to Sir Hans Sloane, that if be 
would propose me, he would second it: which was 
done accordingly. When Sir I. Newton heard this, he 
was greatly concerned ; and, by what I then learned, 
closeted some of tbe members in order to get clear of 
me ; and told them, that if I was chosen a member, he 
would not be president.**—** Now,'* says Whiston fur- 
ther, ** if the render desire to know tbe reason of Sir I. 
New'ton*s unwillingness to have me a member, he roust 
take notice, that as bis making me first bis deputy, and 
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giving me the full profit of the place, brought me to be 
a candidate, as bis recommendation of me to the Heads 
of Colleges in Cambridge made me bis successor ; so 
did I enjoj a large portion of. his favour for tirentj 
years together. But he then perceiving that I could 
not do as his other darling friends did, that is, learn of 
him, without contradicting him, when I differed in 
« opinion from him, he could not, in his old age, bear 
such contradiction ; and so he was afraid of me the last 
thirteen years of his life. He was of the most fearful, 
cautions, and suspicious temper, that I ever knew^/* * 
Whether Whiston's judgment of' Sir Isaac's temper be 
correct or not, no one can read bis very interesting, and 
evideqtly^ faithful, Memoirs of himself, without easilj en- 
tering into the motives by which the venerable President 
may hare been induced to oppose his becoming a member* 
That bis heresy, or bis Letter to the Earl of Nottingr 
bam, (not of Winchelsea) had jio share in these motives, 
ive may be confident ; for Whiston, who had surmised 
thai he would be rejected on that ground, was not a 

man to conceal the fact, if such had been the cause of 

« 

bis rejection. 

As to your remark, that his rejection of 1 John, v. 7, 
is, in the words of Person, *' virtually a defence of 
orthodoxy,'' it might be sufficient to say, that if he 
really volunteered an attack upon this verse, and also 
upon the reading ecoc, 1 Tim. iii. 16, in order to 
strengthen the cause of Trinitarianism, it is somewhat 
strange that be has no where left indisputable proof of 



♦ WhistotCs MetfioiUf fp, 8P3, 294. 
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attacbment to that cause. But he has himself precluded , 
all doubt on the subject, by his own paraphrase of the 
first of these passages, freed from the interpolation* 
'* Who 18 he that overcometh the world but he that 6e- 
lieveth that Jesus is the Son of Ood^ that Son spoken 
of is the Psalms, Where he saith ; ^ Thou art my Son, 
this day have I begotten thee.' This is he, that^ after 
the Jews bad long expected him, came first in a mortal 
body by baptism of water^ and then in an immortal one 
by shedding his blood ; being the Son of God, as well 
by bis resurrection from the dead, (Acts ziii. S3,) asr by 
his supernatural birth of the Virgin, (Luke L 35.) And 
it is the Spirit also, that^ together with the water and 
blood, beareOi witness of the truth of his coming ; be- 
cause Uie Spirit is truth, and so a fit and unexceptionable 
witness.— /br there are three that bear record of his 
coming; TheSpiritj which he promised to send; and 
which was since shed forth upon us in the form of 
cloven tongues, and in various gifts; the baptism of 
wateTt wherein God testified, ^ This is my beloved Son ;* 
and the shedding of his blood, accompanied with his re- 
surrection, whereby he became the most faithful mar- 
tyr, or witness of this truth. Jnd these three, the 
Spirit, the Baptism, and Passion of Christ, agree in 
witnessing one, and the same thing ; (namely, that the 
Son of God is come,) and, therefore, their evidence is 
strong : For the law requires but two consenting wit- 
nesses, and here we have three : And \f we receive the 
witness of men, the threefold witness of God, which 
he bare of his Son, by declaring at his baptism, * This is 
my beloved Son ;* by raising him from the dead, and 
by pouring out his Spirit on us, is greater ; and, there- 
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fore, oaght to be more readily received.*** Is this the 
language of orthodoxy ? Was the aatbor of this para^ 
phrase an Athanasian ? So moch for joor defence of the 
orthodoxy of the Author of the Principia ; for which, I 
doubt whether yoa will receive the thanks of those who 
are anxious to prevent the Unitarians from claiming the 
ateociation of his great name. 

I must still take leave, whether I ** honourably pane- 
gyrise" him or not, to speak of ** the very respectable 
Dr. Edmund Law, as * the Unitarian Bishop of Car- 
lisle.* ** For such, without doubt, he was. That " he 
died a Prelate of the National Establishment, I may be 
allowed to regret, without grounding on it any charge 
unfavourable to his integrity. Had he followed the ex- 
ample of the noble confessors, Lindsey, Jebb, W. Ro- 
bertson, and others who might be named, who hazarded 
the loss of all things for what they esteemed the truth, 
I shoald have admired him more ; but the spirit of a 
martyr falls not upon every one ; and as he has borne 
his testimony to the truth, for which he cou'Id not con- 
sent to suffer, I will still honour his memory. Far 
be it from me to ''judge another man's servant. To 
his own master he standeth or falleth.** Even where 
the way of duty may seem most plain and easy to one, 
it may be to another both less clear and beset with the 
most formidable difficulties. And when I consider all 
that is implied in the resignation of the Episcopal office, 
by a Prelate advanced in years, and the father of a 
numerous family, though I cannot justify, I will not 
condemn. A pious, conscientious man in such a si- 

* Two UUeri rf SW Imae Nemtm, ^e.fy. t4,7& 
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loation, is an*object of pity ; coDdemoatioD sboul^^fall 
on those who require a profesrion of faith which Jesus 
and his Apostles have not authorized. * But you wiU 
not allow us to claim the association of this honourable 
name. You ask, ^ to what Tfi^eu ^fmhUq, what MSS. 
Letters, what * Papers in possession of a noble family/ 
the author of the Three Letters^ can refer in justi- 
fication of this character of Bishop Law ?* «< I( from that 
Prelate's Works, of various dates,'' you add, << I produce 
evidences of his adult and mature reasoning in favour, 
more or less, of the Orthodox Creed, I shall probably 
be encountered by something babbled or scribbled amidst 
those infirmities of declining life, against which no pre- 
ceding vigour of intellect can furnish any guarantee. 
Some Postreme Thoughts, some hoarded Epistle, ad- 
dressed to I know not whom, some surmised palinode 
withheld by the discretion of a friend, or the folly of 
an idiot, may be brought forward with a view of invali- 
dating my statement : at all hazards, it shall be made/' 
The hazards will be found, I believe, to be greater than 
you are aware. 

As I do not mean to contend that this excellent Pre- 
late was an Anti-Trinitarian in the early part of his life, 
I might pass by, unnoticed, your reference to bis con- 
troversy with Jackson on the Existence and Unity of 
God, in his Thirty- Second year; for, unless you mean 
to shew that he was not a Trinitarian merely, but a 
Tritheist in the fullest sense of that term, I see not what 
is to be answered by your observation, that he argued 
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genttfallf in bit * Ifiquiries ifito the Ideas of Space and 
TimBy that *^ several independent Beings, all supposed 
to be eqaallj' good^ wise, ftc. may be conceived tp con- 
spire together in everj thing that is good and wise;, 
that such actmg in concert, will not render them depen- 
dent or imperfect, Ac. as ten clocks may strike together 
without depending one upon another, so Dday as many 
voluntary Beings agree in one.** Are we then, to sup* 
pose that Bishop Law in his Thirty- Second year, con- 
sidered the three Persons of the Trinity, as much inde- 
pendent upon one another, as any three of those ten 
clocks ? But if I understand the doctrine of the Trinity, 
as it is generally professed, (which, I acknowledge is 
by no means easy, as language is not adequate to 
the subject, and ' quot homines, tot sententise,*) three 
Persons are not understood to be thre^ independent Gods. 
Indeed this controversy between the disciples of Dr. 
Clarke and their opponents, on tbe a priori argument 
for the existence, unity, and perfections of God^ appears 
to me to have nothing to do with the Scripture doctrine 
of the Trinity ; and so, if I mistake not, it appeared to 
Dr. Law himself. For in a passage, which, (as it has 
happened in other cases,) you have had the misfortune 
to overlook, though it occurs in the very chapter from 
which yon have made the preceding citations, desirous 
of repelling an insinuation which Jackson had thrown 
out ; ^* as if, because we cannot allow the Unity to be 
demonstrable a prton, that therefore, we donU think 
it capable of any proof, or don't believe it all, or oppose 
it purely out of a prefudice in favour of the scheme of 
Polytheismytor Ditheism^ or Tritheistn :" he observes, 
*< As to the received doctrine of the Trinlfy, I can assure 
him that I have scarce ever thought of it in the course 
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of Ibis debate.'* ^ And tbeo, ' to obviate all suspicions 
of this kiod,' be produees a long passage from Mr. Nye, 
* one of the shrewdest UDitarians that perhaps Eaglaod 
ev» bred,' who gave up the nataral proof of the 'Uaity 
Terj deliberately, and went not a step farther than he 
had done. How then does ^* it appear, the writer dis* 
cerned no antecedent presumption against the Scriptural 
tenet of the Trinity"? Certainly from nothing that 
occurs in this wock« 

But (p. 41,) there is a *' Dissertation on the argu* 
ment a priori ,*' ^c. by a lectmed Hand, attached to the 
above workf (and, therefore, presumptively sanctioned by 
its author^) in which it is specialiy remarked, that this 
kind of argument, or some appendages of it, ' look not 
very favourahly toward Revealed Religion, particularly 
as to the Article of the Trinity,' which is immediately 
afterward denominated * one of the prime Fundamen-^ 
tals of the Qospel.'*' You may, certainly, if you please, 
pvesume from this circumstance, that Law was at this 
time a Trinitarian, but it is no necessary consequence. 
All that we are fairly entitled to conclude from his 
Jiaving attached this Dissertation to his own Inquiries, 
is, that he approved of it, as containing much curious 
learning, and powerful argument, and, therefore, afford- 
ing him valuable aid in his ** attempt to overturn the 
principles on which Dr. Clarke's celebrated d§mon« 
strations are founded." We have no right to con- 
clude, that he coincided in every particular sentiment 
incidentally expressed by the learned Band. 
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Were I to grants that at the period to which these 
works betoog, he did regard the doctrine of the Trinity 
as one of the prime Fundamentals of the Gospel, I 
might stiH ** triamphantlj ask, (p. 41,) What were bis 
subsequent conclusions?" '* Unfortunately," you add, 
** I can trace them to a period later by no more than 
Forty years; thus leaving a mighty residuum of nearly 
Thitteen additional ones, as he died at Eighty-four, for 
the sagacity and the industry of Socinian investigation." 
That * mighty residuum' might be enough for my pur- 
pose; but permit me to ask, Sir, whether in bo part of 
ihe Forty years, yotr can trace the progress of the ever 
active and inquiring mind of this excellent Prelate to- 
wards that system which I maintain, and will endea- 
vour to prove he finally adopted ; and which warrants 
me, not to ^* stigmatize," or to " brand," but to -honoiMr 
him with the name of Unitarian. 

' Is there no difference between the third Edition of 
his Considerations on the Theory of Religion, published 
in 1755, and the sixth Edition, published in 1774 ? You 
have, indeed, cited a passage from the latter, which you 
do not find, you say, either in the first or the third. 
But does the insertion of that passage prove that he 
had been growing more orthodox in his views ? By no 
means. If he were a Trinitarian when he published 
the third Edition, it shows that he had become an 
Arian before he published the sixth. But there are 
more important variations than this. An accurate col- 
lation of the third and sixth Editions, such, as by the 
kindness of a friend I have now before me, will dis- 
cover many omissions, and many additions, and many 
references, manifesting the progress of the excellent 
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aalhor's mtnd^ and enabliDg the carious and judiclaas 
reader to trace the ateps by which he advanced to the 
more Scriptural and more rational opinions he at last 
maintained. I wish I had time and space to allow of 
my placing, as I once intended, passages from these 
Editions in parallel columns. But as you appear topos* 
sess both of them, you may easily satisfy yourself that I 
assert nothing for which I have not abundant authority. 
I ask only that you would compare in these two Edi- 
tions that part of the work entitled ^B^flectiona on the 
Life and Character of Christy' and I think you will be 
convinced that you may add twenty years at least to 
the « thirteen* which you have graciously allowed «* for 
the sagacity and the industry of Socinian investigation." 

But " has the Archdeacon of Cleveland forgotten— 
for he may be oflTended, if I suspect him of the « Scio- 
lism' of never having known *— that" Bp. Law publish- 
ed not only a sixth, but a sbvanth Edition of his 
Coneiderationa ; from which every passage you have 
quoted, or referred to, is expunged I And not only 
these, but every other which the sixth contained, of a 
similar complexion? The preceding Edition was 
throughout perfectly consistent with Anti-Trinitarian 
sentiments ;t but the seventh is, so far as I can per- 

•t-The theolqgkal reiKien of the liebdMcoo of Ctevdand*! Appandlx, 
might suspect this, not only ftom the tcaorof the piMgo eotieenifav tlw 

Angd of God, which he has produced with so mudi pende, but Ihim hii oini 
observstioii hi the note aiBxed to it, that «« the same point li weD proted hi 
the sscond and tiiiid Letters of the Bev. Hemy Tiller's « Apology fdBa^ 
Bern Merdiudt*^ a wotk decidedly Anti-THnitarian, written upon the prinei- 
ptefofhig^ArianiBl. Indeed ndUicr the sIxUi nor the thiid Edition of the 
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c^iv^, compleleljr and ftrietl; Uoitariaa* Not a Testae 
of the doctrioe of the Trinity is to be traced : eren the 
doctrine of the pre'exigUnce ftf* Christ disappears ; levery 
passage relating fo it in the fovner editions, betaf^ care* 
fully excluded. No meotion is made of the popnlar 
doctrine of the Atonement, or of any of what are so 
falsely, hot so generally called, the pecnliar doctrines of 
the Gospel. In the sixth edition' he bad said, (p. 275^) 
** Let ns begin where the beloved disciple dales his 
gospe), (who bad Dattcb higher maftifestations, and a 
mor^ perfect knovrledge of bis Master than any other of 
the ETaagelists,) and with bim reflect a little on- Chrises 
original state and subsequent hBnitliat}o6. That a 
Being of isconeeivabie perfections should diTcst himself 
of every glorious attribute, and appear not only in the 
form, bat real nature of man, and in its diosi iciiper£^t 
and forlorn estate. That he should be content to re- 
cover his former qualities, one by one^ in slow degrees/' 
&c. &o. and again, (p, 288,) <^ Having denied himself 
the comforts and enjoyments oi this world, in the same 
cause for which he left the glories of the other, aad at 
length laid dow0 his life in executing that scheme for 
which he first assumed it," dtc. &o. But observe how 
these passages appear in the seventh edition, (p. 2^9^\ 
^VTbai the great Messenger and mediator of a new- 
covenant, fixed in the divine decrees from the beginnings 



Cqmidtrtltiom ckarlj contain wsy otber view of tke oci^al nature of Christy 
than tbaft of a pre-existent spirit, employed bj God in the eieation aod-go- 
vttnineat of the world, aod in comnuDkating his will to the Patriarchs and 
their descendants. Agaia let me ask Is the Arcbdeaoon of Cleveland ^ a 
mastet of isra^ and kaoweth not these things* ? ^ut I should observe jthat 
the' Anehdeacon cautknisly imrimrtakps to * produce evidences of his adult and 
mature reasoning in favour more or Ibm, of the orthodox Creeds* 
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foretold by the ancient prophets, aod aaoounced by i^ 
heat of angelv thai be should at leogtb appear, not 
ooly in the forn, but real nature of man, and io it$ 
most impetieci and forlorn atate, &o. That he should 
receire the divine oommunicatioos in slow degrees," 
Ac. &C. And again, (p. 297.) *^ Haying denied himself 
the comforts and enjoyments of this world, andfU leng^ib 
laid down his life in executing the great plan of coo- 
docting men to a better/' dtc. Ac. I>o such variations 
(and many such might be cited) betray no amportaoift 
chaise in the mind that dictated them ? Or can thp 
nature and extent of that change be At all doubtful ? 

Will yoa then place this seventA edition of the Conr 
^ideratians amongst ** things babbled or scribbled amidst 
the infirmities of declining life ?** In so doing, you may 
indeed plead the sanction of a dutiful son of this Tene* 
rable prelate, but I think you will hardly be supported 
by any impartial person, who will read this last literary 
labour of tbe venerable author, and compare it with .the 
edition he had published ten years before. << As to tbe 
insinuation/' justly observes Mr, Belsham,* *' surely 
much %(> be regretted, that Mittle stress is to be laid 
upon any change of opinion at such an advanced period 
of life,' the observation would (might) have been per- 
feetfy eovrMi, had it related to a relapse of the learned 
prelate into tbe errors of childhood; for that is the 
common retrograde movement of frail human nature. 
But, when the change alluded to appears to have been 
an advance upon preoediog aoquisitioBS, in consequence 
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of further and perserering tnqairies, and when the work 
which he published at that time, does Dot contain the 
slightest indication of a debilitated intellect, we cannot 
bat conclude, that, though his outward man was 
perishingy his inward man was in full vigour : and that 
at the age of fourscore, the Bishop was as competent to 
judge of the validity of an argument, as others are in 
the prime, or in the meridian of life.** However pain- 
ful, then, it may be to the feelings of his pious son, Dr. 
G. Law, (now Bishop of Bath and Wells,) the uniform, 
and not very moderate opposer of the principles which 
his father ^deliberately adopted, and of that class of 
Christians, for whom his father ever manifested a high 
esteem, the name of Dr. Edmund Law'*' will be handed 
down to future ages,** not ** as an abettor of the doc- 
trines of Socinus,** but as << the Unitarian Bishop of 
Carlisle.** * 

That Whitbt became a Unitarian, you cannot deny. 
By the publication of his * Last Thoughts^ he has pre- 
vented the possibility even of doubt. You allow us, 
therefore, to claim the association of his name ; but, at 
the same time, you would fain persuade us that it is not 



* I oould have died «^a hoavded episUe, addressed*' not >« to we know not 
whonif** but to the very well known Theoph. Undaey, on having received a 
•copy of his Historical View of the State of the Unitarian Doctrine, ^c dated 
Cambridge, Sept 23, 1783, in which the followmg passage occurs : ** I re- 
ceived the favour of your Historical View, and read it with satisfaction. You 
appear to have deared up all the. passages of Scripture usually alleged in 
favour of the contrary qmiion, and to have exhausted the subject. As a 
small return for the obligation, I must desire your acceptance of a new Cum- 
berland edition of my Theory, purged ff some ancient frgudices relative toptS' 
wistenee, fc. jfo.** See BebftanCs Memoirs of iAnisey^ p. IGS. • 
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irorth having. It not only " almosV hni altogether 
(p. 46») "dkianbs your moderation to hear it sturdily 
maintained that a whole rabble of arguments, suddenly 
bnrstiDg <ipon him in his senility^ (the * poor old matC 
lived to the age of eighty-eight,) had fairly encountered, 
and by mere superiority of force overset his preceding 
and long- maintained conclusions." And, ^' though you 
willingly give him credit for conscientiousness in his 
retractation, you cannot help subjoining, (as the only 
alternative apparently left to his -character,) that he 
must either in his most vigorous period have contemned 
truth, or in the comparative decrepitude of his under- 
stan^ng, embraced error." A very candid conclusion, 
truly] It might, however, be quite as fair, and quite 
as reasonable, and somewhat more hononr^le to his 
character, to conclude, that having during the former 
part of his life embraced -error, in the apparent guise of 
truth, he at length detected his mistake, and made all the 
reparation in his power, by abjuring what he had em- 
braced, and openly pleading the cause of what he had 
rejected* This mode of accounting for his. conduct will 
prevent the hard necessity of being compelled to insult 
the memory of this upright confessor, and of ungia- 
cionsly refusing to give credit to bis words. 

« 

May I be permitted to ask, Sir, whether you are ac* 
quainted with the << Postreme Thoughts** of the vene« 
rable Precentor of Sarum ? And may 1 be further per- 
mitted to request, that you will point out the passages 
in that work that^discover even a '* comparative decre- 
pitude of understanding" ? None such, I confess, are 
apparent to me. It bears testimony throughout^ to an 
Intellect as vigorous, to say the least, and to a judg<* 

h4 



101 



meat as soand, «s mark his * Commentary' ^ or any 
of bis preceding writings. He had certaioljr no coM« 
tciottsoess of failing powers, nor does anj thing in Uiis 
work warrant others to suspect it* ** This mj retract- 
ation/' he observes in the preface to his * Last Thoughts ^ 
'* or change of my opinion, after all my former eade«- 
vours to assert and establish a contrary doctrine, de- 
serves the more to be considered, because it proceeds 
(and, indeed, can proceed) from me for no other reason, 
but purely from the strong and irresistible convictions 
which are nyw upon me, that I was mistaken. Nothing, 
] say, but the love of truth can be supposed to extort 
such a Retractation from me, who having already lived 
so long beyond the common period of life, can have 
nothing else to do but to prepare for mj great change ; 
and in order thereunto to make my peace with God, 
and my own conscienoe, before I die. To this purpose 
I solemnly appeal to the searcher of hearts, and call 
God to witness, whether I have hastily or rashly de* 
parted from the common opinion ; or rather, whether I 
have not deliberately and calmly weighed the argu- 
ments on both sides, drawn from Scripture and antiquity. 
If I have erred in changing my opinion, I desire it may 
be observed^ that my error hath neither prejudice nor 
secular view to support it; and that my mistake (if 
sudi it will -be reputed,) hath been all alodg attended 
with constant prayers to the throne of grace, and what 
hath always appeared to me to be the strongest reason, 
and most undeniable evidence* ^ad even yet, if any 
will be so kind, as in the spirit of meekness, to answer 
the argunients I have prodnoed to justify my change, 
if it please God to give me the same degree of health, 
. and sou^J>N£SS of hivd, which by his blessing and 
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goodnetfs, I now ekjoy, i pronise sincerely to consider 
tfa^m, and to act suitably to the strength of the argu- 
ment; but if any such answer is attempted with angry 
invectives, and haughty sophistry, aiming to be wise 
above what is written, I must say ftoo^F dtnuf tv^y, u e. 
/ must remain in my present sentiments ; having ^ 
this short Treatise seriously considered all that I had 
said in my Commentary to the contrary, and fully 
answered the most considerable places I had then pro- 
duced for o<Hifirmation of doctrines I there too hasti^ 
endeavoof ed to establish.'* * Whatever aigumeats io 
defence of Anti-Trinitarianism, the venerable writer 
*^ had previously known/ and weighed, and rejected/' 
we have here his own solemn, declaration that in the 
opinion he had formed of tiiem he was mistaken ; that 
he had deliberately and calmly^ s«d in a sound state 'sf 
mimdy weighed them again, and found them ' wanting/ 
But the * poor old man' was ^ hi his senility/ in some 
part of the last sixteen years of a life that reached to 
eighty-eight, and cpnsegruestfy, ^in the comparative de- 
crepitude of his understanding i" Such a consequence, 
at least, you would have us draw. But for this pur- 
pose, it is not enough to number the days of the ' poor 
old man/ As wisdom ^ is not that which standeth in 
length of time,'' so is it not uniformly impaired by in- 
crease of years. *^ Manent ingenia senibus, modo per- 
maneat studium et industria." You must give us proof 
from bis posthumous work, of ' decrepitude of under* 
standing/ before we consent to think lightly of one 
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who was called to the knowledge of the truth at the 
eleventh hour.* He was not, however, wholly nnjpre- 
pared for the call ; as will be evident to any who will 
observe the tendency of bis < DisquiaititmeB ModkaUs 
in Clariaeimi BuUi Defensumem^ Ifc' and his < Jlepliea 
to Dr. Waterland^ in the same controversy. 

Though by no means inclined to rank Robbrt Robin- 
80V <' among the lUuBtrissimi of Socinianism,*' I can- 
not part with him as a Unitarian. ^* Strikingly scanty 
as the space*' may be, which, after all your nice calcn- 
lutions, <' is left for his alleged change of opinions ; it is 
long enough for such a change to have taken place : 
and I still confidently maintain, that it did take place. 
Besides the evidence I formerly produced, t w^ have 
the direct testimony of Dyer, whom you rightly deno- 
minate his honest Biographer. Speaking of the well- 
known proceedings in the University of Cambridge J 
against Mr. Frend, on account of his Unitarianism, he 
says, i ^* Robinson's connexion with Frend, and with 
others, maintaining similar tenets, (as Cur wan, just 
before mentioned, an old acquaintance of Robinson^s, 
who had lately embraced the doctrine of the Unitarians,) 
tended, probably, to confirm his convictions, and to 
incline him to adopt a more decided tone, as to doc- 
trines in his public discourses; though he remained to 



* From some instances that have fallen mider my notice, I suspect that a 
convert from Unitarianism to Trinitarianism, at any age, whether fourteen or 
founoore, and in any drcumstanoes, even mi articuh morHtj would pass with 
aome otthq^x sealots as a person of sound judgment and vigorous under- 
standing. 

t See Thre$ Letters^ 4c. J Memmrh^ 316. 
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the last, rather a friend to Uberty than to precision of r^« 
ligions sentiment, or to strict theological langnage.** 
Again, speaking of his * Ecclesiastical Researches/ he 
observes, ''From the specimens already produced, it 
must appear that this history is not a mere narrative of 
religious sentiments. The author was evidently an 
Unitarian in opposition to an AthanasianV And 
this, be it remarked, was his last and favourite work : 
to the severe application, with which he engaged in 
this and his History of Baptism, he fell an untimely 
sacrifice.** (Mem, p. 351.) Once more, his Biogra- 
pher in reviewing his character, says, '* To speak freely, 
it seems a part less liable to ambiguity, and less subject 
to contradiction, to consider him, at the close of life, as 
a man of literature, than as a divine : as to his precise 
character in this last respect, it is safer to say what he 
was not ; than what he was. He , was not a bigot — ^he 
was not an enthusiast — he was not a superstitious man 
«— be was not a Calvinist — he was not a Trinitarian.^ 

Tou appear to lay much stress, (pp. 46, 47,) on ''his 
celebrated ' PUa for the Divinity qf our Lord Jesus 
Christ;* ** and also on the circumstance that " the Writer 
never, even amidst the vacillations, the infirmities, or the 
compliances of advancing life — otherwise, at least, than 
in alleged sarcasms, or dubious Letters— either qualified, 
or suppressed** this Work. Yet his ' honest biographer' 
informs us, that though "much solicited to reply to 
Lindsey^s Examination, more particularly as bis oppo- 
nents carried themselves masters of the field, and ex- 
pressed the language of triumph, Robinson made no 
reply.** f Memoirs, p. i 12.) What are we to conclude 
from his silence, but that he was oonscious that be had 
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wriUeii what could not be -defended ? especially as bis 
fiiogtapber bas sbowjs (p. 1 14,) that * bis miad was pot 
dear from embarrassment wben'be wrote the Plea.* 
Robinson endeavoared, indeed, to excuse bis silence by 
alleging ** that the Examiner bad not touched bis ar- 
guments ; that bis spirit was bitter and contemptaous, 
and that hiafaitk stood on criUdamay Aye, there was 
the rub. The ^ PlecC abounds in declamation, and 
possesses little argument ; it is by no means deficient in 
confidence of assertion, but disclaims the labour of 
proof; it appears to exbibit a mass of Scripture autho- 
rity, but the ptfisages are removed from their Just con- 
nexion, «Dd ^nerally misapprehended and misapplied. 
It is a publication that cannot stand the test of sound 
scriptural criticism; the test a|:y;>lied^ by tiie leaned 
Examiner, and Robinson net baying cultivated or suf- 
ficiently valued that branch of learning, found biaiself 
unecpial to task of entering upon a defence* Nor is it 
improbable that the Examiner^s critk^isms and argu- 
ments had shaken bis already weak faith more than he 
was willing to own ; more, perhaps, than he was aware. 
Since you pay .so much and such just deference to 1ms 
lionest Biographer, it is a pity tbat you overlooked bis 
eoscludifig remark on this book ;, wJbicb holds %o dis- 
tinguished « place in yonr estimation. ^^ Before this 
cbaptef closes," ^ays be, (p. 119,) <* justice requires the 
following observation. The Plea for the Divinity of 
Christy Robinson always pvefessed to be rather tLJSabel' 
lion than a Trinitarian books, that its object was not to 
4efiead the strictly jortbodox side of tdbe <|uestJ0n." 
Surely the Archdeacon of Cle^dand cannot be aware 
of tbisi, or iie would no(t «o confideintly refer .to this 
vplupe as umwwered «Qd unanawerabJe. This hMr- 
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ever, is not fBConsisteat with your professed mttaob- 
mmt to^ Watts and \^allis and Doddridge ; but it iadkates 
an approach towards Socioiaiiisai, that mast be coateiii<* 
plated hy all good Charchmeo with ateri». Ooe thing I 
with pleasure anticipate ; that asyoa j04d RobiDsooin ob- 
jeetiDg to a faith that '^ stands on criticisms;'' and adopt 
his <* argument, that if the doctrine reqad re critical proof, 
itrisnot popalar, and therefore, not divine/" you will not 
ih future be so inconsistent as to deduce any argumests 
for the Deity of Christ, from niceties in the usage of 
Greek articles.---*That Archdeacon Blaekbtirne, a per* 
son of such sound judgment, should approve of this 
' JPka^' and even think it UBansweraUe, excites my 
astonishment. * I still maintain that Ltndsey'a * Ex* 
aminatwff^^ ot it ^ contained ' a oomplete refutation/ '^ 
But I wish aio one *^ to take my assurance ;'* let those 
who are really desirovs of formfng an impartial jttdg- 
n&ent, read the two woiks for themselves : I have na 
doubt as to the result* 

4 

Another evidence of Robinson's adherence to ortho- 
dox opinions, is this, that *^ Ten years after the publi- 
cation of the' Plea! and withiit four of his decease, at 
the age of Fifty-One, he published his ' Sixteen Dm^ 
courses i &b,'" From the fifth of fhese, you ha^e traiH 



* Ax«lidaMmBIsckfauin»»w««rctald, '^tftBT tbclapM0faix7Mr% could 
nott with much inqiasj, diicover that any anmrer to H bad been given." 
Mr. Liodfl^ has sulBdeDtly explained this. " When I at any time inquired* 
why no notice was'taken from the press of this .new Pka^ which had mneh- 
vogue at the first ; all I could learn, was, that it was looked upon as so very 
snperSdal, and had so little aigument in it, that it could not k>ng deceive any 
one, and needed no conftxtation.** fg j w wfc wrft wr, f, &} 
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scribed an extrftot wUoh aoqueitioBably saToonstronilj 
of orthodoxy. If the general character of these Dm- 
caurae9f and the preacher of them be folly considered, 
they will afford very unsatisfactory evidence of bis 
soundness in the faith, at any time, and none at all of 
the complexion of his sentiments between the time at 
which they were published, and his death. '< One cir- 
cnmstance," says his * honest biographer,' << will not &il 
to strike an attentive reader of the Sermons and Jlforo^ 
tug Exercises : they had been delivered several years 
back, during the author's more immediate connexion 
with the Calvinistical party: he must, consequently, 
have preserved notes : a kind of awkward and spurious 
orthodoxy distinguishes them: such sentiments and 
language as even Calvinists might think savoury meat, 
and such as heretics could sit down to with pleasure ;•»• 
in short, these Sermons exhibit a man attempting to re- 
concile incongruities, and to perform impossibilities: 
setting off, at one time, like an orthodox man, and end- 
ing like an heretic, or setting off like a heretic, and 
ending like an orthodox man : a Calvinist and Socinian 
might unite in saying of them what the ingenious author 
of the Indian Cottage says of Error ; * I cannot better 
compare it, than to the ghire of a fire which destroys the 
dwellings that it enlightens.' But though the preacher 
often trifles ; the philanthropist more frequently charms : 
though you may not always understand his creed, yon 
cannot fail to be caught by his benevolence ; and in the 
man you lose. sight of the divine."* My former posi- 
tion, then, that Robinson became a Unitarian before his 
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deatb, is not disproved or renderad dubious by any 
tbiog yoa have advanced. 

Of WalliS, I say nothiDg more ; you ** will have the 
last word f ^nd I will not deprive you of the luxury. It 
is such a last word as every controversial writer would, 
with perfect satisfaction, concede to his adversary. 

As I have not claimed for the Unitarians, the associa- 
tion of the distinguished names of Simon Episcopius 
and Conrad Vorstius, I do not feel myself called 
upon to inquire, whether they were rightly or wrongly 
*^ both characterized in their day as Socinians/' * Nor 
am I bound to contend for Grotius, Hoadlt, or Chil< 
LiNOWORTH. I do not profess to hold a general retainer 
for Unitarian writers of all ages and nations ; nor does 
my avowed object require that I should justify every po*' 
sition which any of them may have advanced, or contest 
with you every point which yon may choose to moot. 
AH that I undertook relating to the present subject, in 
the Three Letiera, was to show, that the grounds on 
which you denied our right to speak of Newton, and 
Locke, and Watts, as Anti-Trinitarians, were altogether 
weak and insufficient. I thought I had succeeded ; but 
this you will not allow : I have therefore deemed it de- 



• Vonlii% however, hM a pteM In Uw BiWoAMa AmiUTrMiaHomm, an 
honour to which he appeeri to have been justly entitled. ** Diu dnbiuf fU*** 
•ajB Sandiuiy *' num istum auctoreni« huic catalogo nottro merito inMrerm. 
Ver^ dubitationem hanc» praiter alia, guetnlit, cum IcgiMem eonftirianem 
6dei menu iprfus eiaiatam : in qui haud obicuri prodit, qua ^ui de Deo 
•e Chrirto Domino ftwrit lentflntia. Inniper in quanam wetimationa Von> 
tlut Sarmalarum Unitarionmi toipta habuerit, palam ctt.** 
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sirable, if not neoesiaiy, to exantae the new argtiments 
bj which jou have endeavoured, in the Appendix to your 
last Charge, to establish the orthodoxy of these illus* 
trioQS persons ; and to prove that they have no faice. 
I have done, therefore, all that it was needfal for me to 
do. Whether I have succeeded or no, I leave to' the 
decision of all impartial persons who shall deign to pe- 
ruse these pages. One question I beg leave to ask 
before I conclude this part qf my subject. How has it 
happened that these excellent persons fell under the 
suspicion of a defective faith ? How are we to account 
for the curious fact, that they were not only claimed by 
the Unitarians of their day, but» if not absolutely dis- 
owned, yet generally suspected, or accused of heresy 
by zealous Trinitarians? Did they give no cause for 
for being thus suspected by one party^ and claimed by 
the other ? 

I must now crave permission to say a few words in 
vindication of myself. On this subject I would most 
willingly be silent; but for reasons which I have al- 
ready stated. Justifying your repetition of the stale 
charges^ brought against Unitarians by preceding wri- 
ters, you say^ (p. 23,) ** Had I, indeed^ embarked ia what 
Blackwall would perhaps have termed the ' remarkably 
impudent* project of superseding propriis viribtcs the 
authorised translation of the Scriptures, achieved with 
Vtfst labour by no fewer than Forty^Seven distingoiabed 
Orientalists at the begmning of^ the Seventeenth Cen- 
turyt I mi^ht reasonably have been required to prove 
way competency for the task by ofikriBg something ne w-» 
not in the way of a blunder or a sophism — ^bnt as an 
* Improved Version^ of a difficult or disputed text.*' In 
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this, Sir, I perfectly agree with 70a. And had I also 
embarked in such a project, I should deserve not 
merelj to be called ^.remarkaUj impudent,* but to be 
accounted guilty of unpardonable presumption and 
folly. The work on which I am engaged, and to which 
you allude, has been nndcfrtaken at the request of many^ 
friends, not to supersede the authorized translation, but 
to provide for families and individuals of that Class of 
Christians to which I have the happiness to belong, a 
version, which being free from the bias of a theological 
system, that they consider as erroneous, may be used 
by them, with pleasure and advantage. Beyond 
that class it was not expected^ . nor was it designed, 
to extend. To use the words of Jerom, who did not 
escape an imputation similar to that which you have cast 
vpon me, ** Nemo cogitur legere, quod aon volt. Ego 
petentibus soripsi, non fastidiosis; gratis, non invidis; 
studiosis, non oscitantibus.'' That Unitarians should 
wish to have a revised edition of the authorised 
tvanslatipn, (and that is alt which the work yoo 
censure, aspires to be thought,) is not a matter 
either of wonder or of blame. As a Catholic Ver* 
sion would not be acceptable to Proteatants, and as the 
Genevan Version did not satisfy our Episcopalian an* 
cestors, it cannot be expected that the Version by king 
James's translators, who, *' Uke all other translators 
of their day, were too much guided by theological 
system,*' shonld be in every respect satisfiftctory to those 
who reject their system. But too much has been writ- 
ten, even by some of the most learned and judicious 
members of your own Church, on the defects and faults 
of the authorized translation, and the necessity of a 



Tefisioo of it, to make it necessarj for me to justify an 
attempt bowever bumble, to supply a small dass of 
Christians witb wbat is oonfesiedly an object pf gene- 
fal importance. 

But tbat I sbonid embark alone even in this limited 
prcgect, yon may still consider m a proof of ' remarkable 
impudence.* Is then the translation of the Scriptnreq 
by an individual, I would ask^ so unheard of an qnder-^ 
taking as justly to expose me to such a censnre ? Did 
not Aqnila» and Theedotion, and Symmachus, each in 
bis turn attempt, singly, to supersede the Greek Ver* 
sion, achieved not by Forty-Seven, but, as it is said at 
least, by 8eventy*Two ? And from the fragments which 
remain of the last of the three, have we not reason to con- 
elude that his work greatly excelled that of Alexandria ?* 
Was not the Latin Version accomplished by Jerom prth 
priis vir&ua f And excellent as that is, and deservedly 
entitled, independently of the sanction of papal anthorlty, 
to high estimation, will any one presume to censure Leo 
Juda, Castafio, Erasm. Schmidt, Le Clerc, or Hodbigant 
for having embarked in the project of New Versions T Wbb 
Aot the first vernacular verrion in Europe, achieved by 
Luther, and with such success, that to this day ** it re^ 
tains, in a ^reat measure, its first celebrity V* And no 
one blames Michaelis or De Wette for uadertaking 
New Versions in the sgme language. Do we nc^ owe 
<Mie of the moat beautiful and correct of modern trana- 



* <* Ut quiique fuit GraBcarum Utteramm scientissimin^ ita Symmachie 
in piimis Venionis elegantiam et manditiem omnibuB fere niuneris absolutam 
admiratOB aenper est maxime el laodavit ▼ttisilme.''— /'FiNft^H 'Pnhs. ie 
Vera, Gr, p. 7.) 



^ « . ^.. 



115 

ktioa^/the Italiftn Bible, to Diodtli ? and witt not ti^e 
Barnes of Fevre D'Estaples* Reni Benoit, and Ltf Cenfi 
of Fraooe ^ Cassiodora de Reyna, and Cjprien de Va- 
)ere of Spain ; Reaeaias of Denmark ; and many ptb^r9» 
wbicb it is anoacessafj for me to call to your recpUep- 
tion, be bonoored for tbeir respective labottfs» howefer 
tbort of perfection, in some instances, tb^ result* may 
bave fallen ? Were not ovff ancestors indebted for ibeir 
knowledge of tbe Scriptures, first of ail to tbe indivi- 
doal labQimi of Widiff, and afterwarda lo, tbos^ qf 
Tindal, botb of tbem not only unsupported^ but dis*^ 
countenanced and opposed by the Cburcbmen of tbeir 
dayp f I migfat bere also refer to several eminent per- 
sons of our Qwn times, Newcome, and Loiftb, and 
Blaypey, and Street, »d Green, and Wintle, and Stoickt 
to mention' no more, wbo baye enriobed our libraries 
witb valuable versions of different portions of tbe Sacred 
Vokime : wbose labours differ in extent and continuance, 
not in kind from tbose before enumerated, I must not 
pass unnoticed, a living translator, wbose project, of a 
oharaeter far more adventurous tban bad been pre- 
viously undertat^n by «,py one, and such as, bad it sue- 
efeda4» must ^ve brpu^bt every other Version intp 
4isrf pute, received tbp saoctipn of many of tbe highest 
fersppages of tbe r^alm, in the Church as well as in the 
State. AU these, I may be told, were men eminent 
fpr tbeir talents and Jearuipg, who had fully ** proved 
&bf ir competency jTpr the ^sk tbey undertpok ;*' where- 
as I bave offered notbipg to evince my <(nalifications, 
but ^* in tbe way pf a blunder or a sophism.*' Far be 
it from |Be to insinuate that I am worthy to be com- 
pared witb even tbe least of tbose whom I bave enu- 
merated. I deeply feel, and willingly own my great 

• 12 
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iaferiority« Yet, if I had engaged id the work which I wa^ 
invited to undertake, conscious that I was altogether io* 
competent to the task, I should havemeiited a more dis- 
graceful reproach than that of being * remarkably im- 
pudent.' As no knowledge ia so rare, or of such difEl- 
cult attainment, as the knowledge of self, I may have 
been deceived, and contrary to the Poet's well-known 
advice, may have chosen a subject to which my strength 
is unequal: I am not, however, disposed to acquiesce in 
the proof which you allege of my incompetency, drawn, 
as I suppose, from the last of the * Three Letters ;* but 
throwing myself on the candour of those who are qua* 
lified to decide, I will refer to the results of my pro- 
ject- which have already been given to the public: 
while to such as are determined to judge, without quali- 
fy ing themselves to lorm a right decision by personal 
examination, I say in the words of Jerom, **Legant 
prius et postea despiciant ; ne videantur, non ex judicio^ 
sed ex odii presumptione, ignorata damnare.*' 

T did not embark in the project of revising the autho^ 
rjzed translation, for the use of a few of my fellow* 
Christians, not of superseding it, without being fullj 
aware of the » difficulty of the undertaking, and of 
the misrepresentations, and the obloquy to which 
I must inevitably be exposed. ** Periculosnm opus 
certe, et obtrectatorum latratibus patens.'*' But the 
motives by which I was induced to enter upon the 
work, will, I trust, support and animate me as I pro- 
ceed, and afford me consolation, whatever may be the 
issue. If I prove, in any measure successful, ** the tem- 
porary offence to the prejudiced will be outweighed by 
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tie judgment of the reasooable ;" * if uohappilj I fail, 
as maoy have in a greater or less degree £ailed in a 
similar undertaking before me, I shall bave the satisfac- 
tion of reflecting that I bave been einpioj^ed, at least as 
usefullj and as suitably to my profession, as I should 
bare been bad I ''spent ten or twelve years upon 
Horace or Terence," or demoted myself to " the study of 
the Orators and Poets, the Historians and Philosophers'' 
of Greece aad Rome, t 

One other passage in your Appendix, (p. 68,) in 
which I am personal! j concerned, I must not neglect 
to notice. Alluding to a remark in the first of my 
• Three LUUra; concerning the hardship we suffer in 
not being allowed to share with our countrymen in the 
advantages of a University education, J you say, " Let 



^ Abjif. Neweom^t HkU VUw^ are.jp. 38a 
f See Bp. HareU DiffleuUiet and DUeoHragemenit, ^e. p. 37. 

X Among maoy suljects of admiration and praise that oWa themselves to 
the notice of learned foremen on visiting this country* there is one which 
excites at once fheir astonishment and disapprobation, the exclusion of all who 
8M not membeiB of the idigious sect established by law, from the places of 
national instruction. Such a bar b arism is unknown in any country on the 
Continent, and is a disgrace to the enlightened and generally liberal spirit cf 
Enj^and. ** Male aoddit, ut nostrae Universitates, eo minus sint hberales, 
quo ma|^ locupletes. Quippe res vis recte se habet, dum uni tahtum sects, 
codesise nempe AngW ca n ss, Sehohuiis, SodaHtiis, et aliis academicis beneSdis 
ihii pennittitnr; csBCens fcro onmes a philosophic, bonis Uteris, gradibus 
Aeademids, et eommodis qusB cum iis conjungi soIent, ejedsse, minus sapit 
liberalitatem. TaUs vero est eflEbctus Subscriptionum et juramentorum nunc 
cxistenthim.** See DyerU Ptre^gei of the Umv, of Comb. Ditt, Gem, p, 
cjMx^i where ate many other observationB relating to the same subject de- 
serving the attentftm of those whom they peculiariy concern. 
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tbem not, howerer, affect to refer their Imputed \%^ 
feriority of literature to their * uojast* eatclaeion from 
our Uoiversities; since we are authoritatirely infdfittedy 
that) from the souDdness, extent, and accuracy of Mr* 
Wellbeloyed's erudition, from hie persevering earnest- 
ness, and perspicuous simplicity ' in comitouniciltjo^ 
knowledge, his judicious method of eluddatiou, and 
his depth of research,*' Ac. &c. ** thos^, li^ho ^te eu^ 
gaged with him, in the study of the Greek TragedUnp^ 
Historians, and Philosophers, * have no cause to envy 
the more splendid advantages of the Halls of learning* 
Such is the assurance of Dr. Carpenter^** Ac. dec. 
^* Human fallibility,'* you observe in the v6ry page frona 
which I have transcribed this extract^ *^ will both ac- 
count and apologise, for some mistakes^*' and if ctio^ 
dour be, like otb^r virtues, improved by exercise, your 
controversial writings may be fitly recommended aa 
adapted to perfect those who read tbem, in this Chris- 
tian excellence. Indeed, Sit, Dr. CafpelltiST, has given 
the world no such assurance of * Mr, WelIbeloved*s eru- 
dition% Bor has he said, that any persons are engaged 
with him in the study of the Greek Tragedians, His- 
torians, and Philosophers. He has indeed inserted * a 
^statement of the Course of Biblical study pursaed in the 
Academical Institution at York', but with the except 
tion of one or two epithets, which I sincisreiy widh he 
had not used, he has passed no encomium on myself ; 
and for this I do most coidially thank hinl* The pas* 
sage which you have cited, was not intended for me; 
and I assure you I have too great a dislike to compli- 
ments, to appropriate to myself any thing of that 
nature, which belongs to another. What you have 
converted into a sarcasm and a sneer, was designed 
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bj Dr. Carpenter, to be a merited encomiam on one 
whom I have not only the happiness to caU a friend, and 
a colleague, but to reckon among the members of mj 
family ; and who excluded, as he has been, and that, I 
repeat, unjustly, from the ^* National Halls of learning,'' 
is inferior to the Afchdeacon of Cleveland himself only 
in station and in years. 

But enough of such personalities. It is h^h time to 
close a Letter which has extended so far beyond what I 
had anticipjated, and which I fear xwiuiot but prove ua*- 
interesting and tedious. I hope, however, I may flatter 
myself that what I have said will tend in some measure 
to determine a point, which, though in itself it is of 
Jittle or no moment, has obtained importance from the 
manner in which it has been treated by yourself and 
others, and from the occasion it has furnished of cen» 
suring the conduct of Unitarians. 

I am, Reverend Sir, 

Tour obediettt Servant, 

C. WELLBELOVED. 
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LETTER III. 



** Thus saith the LOBD the king of Israel, and his redeemer the Lord oiT 
HosU; I am the first, and I am the last ; and beside me there it no God.*^— 
imUh. 

*< And this is life eternal, that tfaejr might know thee the only true God^ 
and Jesus Christ, whom thou hast sent.**— ^eitv ChrkL 

« I cfause rather to regulate my faith by what Qod hath delivered, than by 
what man hath defined."— uf(p. Wake. 



RBvsaBirD Sir, 

Tou have anotted 8o fimftll a portion of the Appendix 
to yonr last Charge, to the direct vindication of the 
Trinitarian doctrine, and the little yoa have said is so 
devoid both of novelty and force, that I might pass it 
by unnoticed, without becoming liable to the suspicion 
of doing so from a consciousness of inability to rebut 
your arguments, or to defend the cause you impugn. 
But as whatever you advance, however light and insig- 
nificant in itself, may derive weight and importance from 
your station and character, I oannot refrain from again at* 



4emptiDg to shew the iDtrinaic weakness and insuflElctency 
^f the scanty evidence j^ou have once more collected in 
^iaToar of Trinitarianlstn. I do not wish to overthrow 
your system by '* destroying the credit and aathority of 
your name ^" but I do wish to shew that the manner in 
which you maintain and defend your cause, is not such as 
•to serve its interests and to aid its triumphs ; or in any 
jneasure to humble and alarm your opponents. For 
Unitarian Theologians you manifest, on alt occasions, 
supreme contempt ; but if you have given a fair speci- 
jiien of your talents as a critic, and interpreter of 
JScripture, in your two last Charges, from you, of all 
men, they merit not such treatment. 

' ** Be it the grace and glory of our adversaries/' (thus 
jou begin that part of your Appendix (p. 69,) to which 
I am now to attend,) << to struggle for the transposition 
of a comma^ or the extrusion of a medial line in a Greek 
i^pital. It is not upon the niceties of philology, how* 
ever exactly established, that We place the corner-stone 
of Christianity*^ No, Sir, you only struggle for tie 
retaining of a medial line in a Greek capital, against 
the authority of the most ancient Greek MSS., the old- 
est versions, the most ancient Fathers, both Greek and 
Latin, as is evident from their comments, and all inter-' 
sal evidence 4 and make it your ** grace and glory" to 
establish *< our Saviour's Deity/' by the niceties of the 
doctrine of the Greek article, by the << Canon of Sup- 
i pression," applied to*^, 4, rw* There is an important dif* 

ference between us, which, however, never seems to 
occur to you, that we have recourse to such ^ nice- 
ties of philology^" only in self-defence ; whereas your 
system cannot stand without them, however you 
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may affect to call them ** aabofdioate evidences.^* We 
employ thaoii (very pMsamptuoiialy, to be sure, coA- 
aideriDg bow aoiearoed a sect we are, Ontca lingmtt 
ferh experie$9 aooordiag to tbe oraoolar Eisner,) only in 
jtutifyiogy not in proponndiag our creed. Bat to pro- 
ceed*—*' We appeal'' yoo say, ** to sti»dier aifiinient&'' 
And to prof e it, and to let tbe world know wbat yob 
mean by sturdier, you add, *^ If Cbrist, indeed, were 
merely a sopplementary Propbet, of tbe cbaracter of 
Moses or Isaiab, to wbat end (as I bate elsewhere 
asked) bis insignia of niore*>tban*bunian dignity-^tb^ 
announcing Star, tbe ministering Angel, tbe initiatory 
Baptism, tbe commemoratite Supper^ tbe brigbtness of 
Tabor, tbe darkness of Calvary, tbe rending Vail, tbe 
qaafciiig Eartbj and tbe opening Grate T* iBvye, Q*vih^ 
I caonol iayi) E>y«, ^•piic««. Did tbe Star announce that 
the eternal Ood was born at Betblebem? Did tbe 
Angel minister to tbe omnipresent DMty, wrapped in 
swaddling clothes^ and lying in a. manger? Did tfa^ 
darknem of Calvary, sod tbe qaaking Eattb, procbim 
to tbe. astonisbed world tbat tbe ever-liting God wad 
dying on n cpdss in Jerusalem ? Was it He wbo ex- 
isted from eternity, and to wboise years tbere can be no 
ted, tbat commanded bis disciples to commemorate bid 
deatb! Snob positions are bappily as inconristent with 
Scripture as tbey are contradictory to reason. Tbe 
etangelists wbo relate (base and otber wonderful events, 
declare it to b^ tbeir purpose, tbos to prove << that 
Jesus was tbe Cbrist, tbe Son of Gdd," tbe long ex- 
pected Messiab : and tbe apostles, even after the ascen* 
sion of their Master into beaten, call upon their hearers 
to bebete in ** Jesus of Nazareth/' as no more than 
*'a man approved of God among them by miracles 



4Kid wonders and sigos^ wblell God did by bim.** And 
Jews hidiself refers to some of those very eircamdtancet 
which yon have enumerated^ at proofe, not thai he was 
4>ne with the Father, or poueftsed of more-than-hnman 
dignity, but only '' that the Father had tent him/*--^ 
You aarely do not mean to aaaerl that minelei decide 
<iny thing at V> the nature of the |>ersoti, either by whom, 
pr on behalf of whom they are wrought They are the 
proper attestations of a divine mission ; and whatever 
be their number, 'or their character, they testify nothing 
more. The miracles that were wrought either by or 
for Jesus, had the same design as those whioh attended 
Moses, and were not io the one case any more than in 
the other, ^* insignia of more-than-hnman dignity »'* We 
do not regard Jesus Christ as merely a supplementairy 
lirophet : and though, according to the language of 
prophecy, as it is thought, he was a prophet ^ raised 
np by Jehovah from the midst of the Jews, like unto 
Moses,'* ^e assign to him a higher character than that 
of Moses or Isaiah. ** Moses wasi indeed^ trusted as a 
servant, for publishing to all God's family whatever be 
.had in charge : but Christ is trusted as a son over bis 
own family, whose family we are." * The dignity of 
Christ, as Unitarians willingly allow, was far superior to 
that which had been, enjoyed by any preceding measen* 
ger of the divine wtU ; but all the dignity that he him- 
self assumed, during his life, and all that his apostles 
ascribed to bias, after his death, was consistent with 
his perCsct humanity. It was dignity, not of persont 
iMit of ofl&ee ; indicated not so much by the miracu- 
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)out displays of divine power whicb aceompaAied faioiy 
as by the great and beoevolent work ia which he was 
engaged. It was dignitj not eternally belonging to 
him as a person of the Godhead ; bat conferred upon 
him by bis God and Father, who appointed him to be 
the head of the last and most perfect of his dispensations 
to the sons of men ; and for his fidelity in the important 
serrice, and his obedience even unto death, ** crowned 
him with glory and honour." 

Again, yon ask (p. 70,) ^ Why is he declared to have 
been crucified for «s, to have purchased the Church 
wUh hie own bloody and to have redeemed us from the 
curse cf the Law, being made a curse for us^ that he 
might reconcile us to God by the cross P^ Cleatlj for 
no other reason than that so it was. We Unitarians, 
firmly believe all these declarations, and rejoice in them, 
and yet we maintain that he was not the true and living 
•God. Indeed the facts that he was crucified, shed his 
blood, and was made a curse, appear to us, as we think 
they must appear to every one who considers the nature 
of God, to prove most satisfactorily the simple humanity 
of Christ. But you observe, ^^ Upon the orthodox 
hypothesis every thing throughout the whole Volume 
of Revelation perfectly quadrates. Is the disease in* 
finite? An infinite remedy is provided." Then, Sir, 
you maintain that the act of a finite being may be in- 
finite, and that an infinite being, who must be God him? 
self, not merely the human nature of Christ, died ! po* 
sitions to which the Scriptures alBFord not the slightest 
sanction, and which might be thought too absurd for 
any reasonable person to maintain. But * the excellent 
Archbishop Magee,* on whom you spend so many com- 
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plimeot^y but who will not, I apprehend, make yon a 
return in kind, shall settle this matter with you. Speak« 
ing in his Dissertations, No. wiii. of * the Misrepre* 
sentations of the doctrine of Atonement by Unitarians/ 
he observes, ^* On this subject, Dr. Priestley thus repre* 
sents the arguments of the orthodox. * Sin being an 
ofFenoe against an infinite Being, requires an infinite 
satisfaction, which can only be made by an infinite per- 
son ; that is, one who is no less than God himself. 
Christ, therefore, in order to make this infinite satisfac-i 
tion for the sins of men, must himself be God, equal to 
Gt>d the Father.' — With what candour this has been 
selected, as a specimen of the mode of reasoning by 
which the doctrine of Atonement, as connected with 
that of the divinity of Christ, is maintained by the esta- 
blished church, it is needless to remark. That some 
few, indeed, have thus argued, is certainly to be ad- 

k mitted and hamented. But how poorly such men have 

reasoned, it needed not the aouteness of Dr. Priestley to 
discover. On their own principle the reply is obvious ; 
that sin being committed by a finite creature, requires 
only a finite satisfaction, for which purpose a finite 
person might be an adequate victim."* This is not 
the only place in whieh the Archbishop of Dublin leaves 
bis more orthodox brethren in the lurch. Indeed, his 
•views on the professed subject of his great work, fall 
so far below the standard of the popular Creed, that I 
am persuaded be would not have obtained the reputation 

^ he now possesses, had he not made his book the vehicle 



* DiicoMrfer, fc. on Hkf Akmmaa, V9L /. p, 171. 



of abvse ag«insl tke dpQlriae and Ike* adVoeate» of Uoi' 
iariaoisiD. 

Having floorithod a little more in fbegame isty]^ 
about th$ Law and the Oospdy 70a add, witli somewhat 
more soberoess,--^ The simple qdestionsy in truth, are 
these:— K Are we able to compreheod the natare of 
Ood ID any degree irfaatsoever, fttrthertfanii he has 
been pleased to reveal it to us io his Holy Word?*'— 
Certainly not : and no farther do We pretend to corn^^ 
prebend \U ^ Is He more fully known Xa these very^ 
wise men, than to Himself, the All* Wise ; or are they 
able to speak more definitely of Him, than he has 
thought fit Himself to do in the Sacred Scriptureif ?^ 
If by * these very wise men,* yon mean Unitarians, I 
can venture to answer for them that with as much sin- 
certty and humility as any of those who condemn them 
(br pride and presumption, they can join with Eliha, in 
^ the confession that ** Touching the Almighty, we 
cannot find him out.** You proceed, " ' Many myste- 
ries there are to us,* says Leslie, < in the Nature of God, 
which we alt acknowledge : a First cause without a 
Beginning-! A Being which ncfither made itself nor 
was made by any other ! Infinite without Extension f 
In every place, yet circumscribed by no place, Ac* ** 
Granted: but what have these * simple questions,' or 
these simple assertions, to^do with the more simple 
questions at issue between us ; — Has God revealed him- 
self to us in the Scriptures as being Three persons in one 
Godhead ? Do the Sacred Writers teach us that Jesus 
Christ was the one only living and true God, and 
the second person in the G<)dbead? These are the 
only inquiries with which we are immediately, concern* 
ed, and you might have spared yourself the trouble of 



putting these ^ simple qaestioos,' and of adding to them 
the long note (p. 71,) about the one God of the Maho« 
nietans, and the two Gods of the Sociojans ; (of they have 
nothing whatever to do with the oontrorersy between 
ynitarians and Trinitarians* 

But you proceed to inquiries of more importance t 
<^ 2. . In those Scriptures do we not read Qimongst a 
thousand other texts,) as predicted of Christ by Isaiab, 
that his natne Bhould be called * the Mighty Ood ;* and 
h|y Jeremiah, the Lord our Righteouaneea? Did not 
the former of those Prophete also foretell, that he should 
be denominated * Emantml i' tvhich, being interpreted^ 
adds the inspired Su Matthew, (i. 83,) ia < God with 
m' f Did not Christ biniself, when be said to the 
Jews,/ Before Abraham wa^, I ah,' assume the peonliaf 
and most jealously guarded title of the Sapreme Being, 
(Exod. iii. H,) apd thus aver not aimp^ hia own Pret 
existence, but that Self- existence which cas be ascribed 
to God alone ? And has lie not in the Apocalypse, by 
a abnilar reforence to the Old Testament, (Isai. xlir. «,) 
< I am Alpha and Omega, the Beginaiag and the Eiid^ 
the Fimt asd the Last,' distiabtlj affirmed bis usrity 
Witli the Zpr<2 ^ JSoeta? Did not Zechariah pio- 
pbesy ; In that day, saith the Loid (JaHavAH, ageing 
*they shaU look upon Me whom they have piefced}^ 
and doea not the inspired, fit. John, (xix. S7,>4iMctly 
9pply this to Christ ?**^-In Ike passage I have now 
transcribed, is all the Scripture proof of the Deity of 
Christ whiek you have thought it ueceasary to produce : 
for you very prudently resolve ^ not to requote Thomas* 
« My Lord and my Godf* nor the CM maa^hei in the 
fieeh of 1 Tim. iii. 16 ; nor the Ckriet who ie over all, 
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Ood blessed for ever, of Rom. be. 6; nor tlie Father*sr 
addfelss to the Sod, * Thy throne^ O Ood, is for ever 
and ever;* nor the Invocation of Stephen^ * Lord Jesus 
receive my Spirit ;' nor the Baptismal Formula ; nor, 
lastly, the Apostolical Benediction/' Toor resolution 
to saj no more on these passages is much to be com- 
mended; as it is clearly a hopeless attempt, by means 
of these, to support* your cause. Perhaps it wouldT 
have been equally prudent to have abstained from citing 
any new texts ; for these also, on due examination, vrill 
be found as little adapted to serve your purpose* Thej 
claim, however, some particular notice. I will iake 
them in the order in which you have ranged Ihem. 



** in these Scriptures*' then, you ask, " Do we not read 
(amongst a thousand texts) as predicted of Christ by- 
Isaiah, that his name should be called the Mighty Ood T* 
It would be unjust to deny to an orator t^e use of figu- 
rative diction ; the hyperbole of the thousand texts, re- 
lating of course to the Deity of Christ, in Isaiah, may, 
therefore, be suffered to pass without further notice. But 
before I give an affirmative reply to your question, I beg 
leave Jto ask, whetiier you are perfectly surie that the pas* 
sage in Isaiah to which you refer, is indeed a prediction of 
Christ? You undoubtedly know that some eminent 
Christian interpreters have explained it as prophetic of 
an iliustsiotts Jewish prince;, and that others, among 
whom is Grotins, allow that in its first and literal sense, 
it is descriptive of the character, and reign of UezekiabJ 
Though separated by the injudicious division of chap- 
terdy in modern bible?, from the chapter which precedes 
it* it is, in truth, closely connected with that, and is the 
conclusion of a prophecy wh\ch manifestly relates to 
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^m(s tfaaf trere speedily cotning uptm the )Aiid of 
Jiidflsa. And H if ificfuttbeDt on those who woofld de- 
daoe from tfais paMig« tk pfoof of tb6 Deity of Chti«t» 
to shew- the oonneitlon between bis birth, and bis s|^iri- 
tual kingdom, and the inrasioiv and defeat of SeB«i« 
^fherlb, the king of Assyria. I might fttrther require to 
be informed^ why this magnifioent propheeyi if it was 
designed to ptedicit the ooming, the ofitee, and the cha- 
racter of Christ, wad neter cited by himself or bis 
apostles ? Is it credible that siioh a pr^diMoa shovtd 
have been oterlooked, or neglected?' You will • say, 
perlMtps, that Matthew by qnoting one part of tbe pas** 
tege to which these words belong, (Comp. lea. is. 1, 8, 
Irith i/bf^. iv. 14— »26,) has shewn that be interpreted what 
follbws, as relating to the gfeat subject of his history ; bwl 
to this I might reply, and I think I coald not be satia^ 
fisctorily contradicted, that the evangelist 1m» quoted 
that part in the way of acoommodaHofi only ; whidi the 
most judidons commentators of all parties allow to be 
not an anfrequent practice of the Sacred Writers. Bot 
waving tfae«e points, (which, I confisss, appear to me 
points of great importance,) and, for the sake of argn^ 
ment, allowing that the prophet has here In view the 
fatvre Messiah, and that bis words were accomplished 
tn lesns Cfatfst, allow me to ask, whether we ai« to be 
satisfied with the present Engfisb version. As the pas* 
sage has been very diiferently rendered by diiferent 
tmnslatoia from the time of the LXX. down t6 cor 
own days, it becomes necessary to ascertain what 
is tbe true rendering, before we attempt to explain 
H; and especially before we infer from it such a 
doctrine as you imagine it incalcates. For our views 
of the meaning of tbe passage will be very Alfcrent 

K 
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aeeordiyg to 'the Tersion we adopt; whether that 
of the Jewish Targuroist, ^Aod his name shall be 
called bjr the Woaderful io coofisel^ by the Mighty 
Gody by Him who eodareth for ever. The Messiah, 
whose peace shall be maltiplied aponus io his days/ 
or, * ia whose days prosperity shall be multiplied upon 
us ;* or that of the LXX. * And his name shell be 
called * The Messenger of a great counsel,' for I will 
bring peace upon the rulers, and health to him;' or 
that of Grotius, * Wonderful, Counsellor of the Mighty 
Grod, Father of the future age. Prince of peace ;' or 
that of Bp. Lowth, * Wonderful, Counsellor, the Mighty 
God, the Father of the everlasting age, the Prince. of 
peace ;' or that of the orthodox Editor of Calmet, * Ad- 
mirable, Counsellor, Divine Interpreter, Mighty, Father 
of future time^ Prince of Peace;' or that of Simpson , 
*Woiiderfal, Excellent Ruler, Mighty, Father of the 
future age. Peaceful Prince;'. or, to mention no more, 
that of Carpenter, * Wonderful, Counsellor of God, 
Mighty, Father of the Age, Prince of Peace/ If any 
one .of these, (excepting Lowth's) be the right version, 
the sense of the passage will be evidently very di£ferent 
from that which the common English translation seems 
intended to convey. I am not unreasonable, therefore^ 
in withholding my assent to the, doctrine which you 
would 'establis.h on the words of the prophet, till it ia 

ft 

determined bow those words ought to be translated. 
But you will,, no doubt, contend that king James's 
translators have given us the true representation of the 
original ^apd as any new version by me, wojuld of course, 
be treated by you as ^' a blunder or a sophism," I will 
consent, for the present, to adopt their version of the 
whole vfrse : '^ For unto us a child is born, unto us a 
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son is (iv^to: and the go^enimeat thali be «pon bit 
•boulder : and- bis name sball be dalled Woadef fa), 
Oottttflellor, Tbe Migbty God, Tbe Everlastiog Fatber, 
Tfae Piiiice of Peace." And from the words tbns trans- 
hted, jQU would infer that He whose name is to be 
fitted The < Mis^hty God,' is the Mighty God himseUl 
Then the child that is bom^ the babe that was in the 
womb of Mary, and in the manger at Bethlehem, was 
The Mighty God I And {he Son that woe given (by 
Jehovah,) was the everlasting Father. Settle this mat. 
ter, if yon can, with Pseodo-Athanasins, who warns yon 
not to confbnnd the persons, nor to divide the substance, 
<* For,** says he, <* there is one peraon of the Father, 
another of the Son." Yet Isaiah, as yon say, represents 
the Son and tbe Father as the same persons. Tmly, 
Sir, there ar^ no obscurities, no difiBeulties in the ortho* 
dox systein. Every thing accurately quadrates there ! 
Ton cannot avoid this absurdity, nor .give any admis- 
sible or plausible interpretation of the Prophet's words, 
as rendered in tbe authorized version, without allowing 
what Unitarians assert, that names and titles are fre- 
qoently given in Scripture, not with any reference to 
the nature, but to the character and oflBce of the person 
who bears them ; to the transactions, in which he Is to 
be engaged, and even to the circumstances of the times 
in which he is to live. Thus, in this very section of 
Isaiab, one of his sons is called Immanuel, to denote 
that God ' was about to interpose, and deliver Ahaz 
and his people from the hostile designs of the kings of 
Israel and Syria; and another (if indeed another) is 
oaHed Maher-shalalhash-baz^ to signify that ' the 
riches of Damascus, and the spoil of Samaria, were to be 
shortly taken away by tbe Assyrian king,* Guided by 
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iMf 0MK>a of itllerpraUlto^, tkco «re. say, ftll0ivl4f 
that the Prdptol cktlattfl tiwl JeaOi Gbristr •lialL kf 
eiOlf d « ihe Mif btjr God i' ibat title ltpFU« ^t that he 
waa ' tbe Migbtf God/ bot tbat, aoeeadiag to Up q^ 
fepe^ted deelaratioiisy tbf true Qod wm smoifettedjf 
kittf Hia deotriae was not bisy but the Father'^ wb9 
aeat bim : the works which be performed were not hih 
but wrought by the power of the Father^ who wa« al^ 
wi^8 present to bear witness to htm. In all be did» 
and all be taught, be was so entirelf directed by God^ 
tbat,as bnjatd to Philip, * be who bad seen biqk bad 
aew the Falber.* If this interpretation be not ^outtad, 
it might be centended that instead o£^ tbf Mighty God/ 
the rendering sbould be, * a Mighty God/ or ' Migbtf 
Opd/ and that the term God sbould be interpreted ia 
no inferior sense, as it is in seyeral passi^^. of the Old 
TeataiueDt, to signify a Judge, a Prophet, or«a Ruler* * 

Yon appeal also to the well-knowa, bat, as I appre- 
bend the ^generally much-misunderstood passagf^. in Je« 
remiaby '' Aad this is bis name whereby be shall he 
called the ^ Lord our Righteousness.* '* Bat 1^ what 
aothority, permit me to asky do you apply this to Jesus 
Cbrisi ? Has Christ himself, or any of his ApostJes w> 
applied it? Surely no authors are interpreted in so loosf 
and careless a manner, as the Sacred Writers, and espe^ 
cially the Prophets. l*he subject and the connexiop 
are generally disregarded; even portions of sei^tencep 
are violently separated from the context; and a mean- 
ing IS hence extorted, which the inspired authors <couId 
not possibly have intended them to convey* The iblr 

\$9tAe$ktr^Aitbtfi6rBartktgt,p.t29. 
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Wd |fr^]« ja U« ^yp of ^Uris^ ? But »h# ^rof^^it hfH 

ir Jii<A be refefi^ hj tto two fojtofving ?^f Hff» ^ 'I'derefiMTt^ 
b^hoUf the daj9 qoQ»^» si^itJh tb^ l^tN^^ ilnUt tteftafaatt 
^9 i»om /Ni7> tbi» J49f4 livetb wbj4b ^Mgbl 419 4te 
4»biMrm of bffttl Q^t of (jiie J^od ^/ Sgf pt ; JiH Ibff 
I^^rd iii7irtfa« irb«Qh i^'oygb^ ^^ .a#fd mkmh M *ib# #«94 
of ihelioaae Qt.UrMl qui 4af 4b(i ci^rUi oono^^ (i» <i» 

3ab^(0llia ^iqd A^Wi} 1*4 frw*. *l* f^mN^tfi^f (Wf 

4ttpeniedafMr tbo 4akA9g of ^^rofulap kr ^^Uf(^|4i 
HfiMarO irhitber I \if^w§ ^rivto ^^9°) i <wd t|^ 4bfiH 

ibAP tbfit «f(9 af9 tp loo^ to tbf r^lvo of tbi? Jffur^ feom 
tbeir icaptivity iD Babylon for tb^ fulfibPmit of tto laa| 
part of tbe prediction ; and to Zerubbabel their Prmoe, 
for 4bo pef 100 to arbooi thia Hiil^ ii applitid F^fp^^^ ver- 
aion of ^ tbe ortbodox Biayney,' I wfU o^t ptos^f Iboogb 
I aiamot tbiok bi ' trapalaies strangriy,' nor jaba irttboni 
the /paeotton of tba LX^. I ooaalder bis Iranslation bow/t 
e?ar, aa doobtfol. ^ But I bop? yoo wi V 9^4 ^de by tbn 



* •• It jmcounleredy" we m lold in « note, (p^ 73*) *« lome deserved Oxonian 
reprehension from the respecuUe bead of Oriel College, Dr. Eveleigh.*' Dr. 
Kvcleigh*8 reprehension of this translation I have never seen; but tf fc be not 
man juit and Ibicible 4han that fMA ^ biltowad 09 hvr ff m g& t in 
mil9Udf$ txmkl^ fit Z^^llifi^ ^ Ml9U 
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authorised Version in this place, and abandon it in a 

parallel place : that yon will not disdain the aid of the 

learned Professor in the present inttaneey and court it in 

eh. zxxiii. 16, where we read, ** In these dajs shall 

Jadah be saved, and Jemsalem shall dwell safelj : and 

this t> the name wherewith she, (i. e. Jerusalem,) shall 

be oalledi ^ the Lord our Righteousness.' ** Be content 

with king James's translators here ; and you wftl be 

aUe to answet* your own inquiry as to the former peLS* 

sage;, and to judge whether Unitarian expositors are 

not justified in saying, that prophetic names and titles 

kre given to persons in Scripture, ** not as denoting what 

these persons are in themselves, but as signs and evi* 

dences of what God will perform by them, or bring to 

pass in their time/' Were I then to allow, ai| I am will* 

ing to do, that the last'passage in Jeremiah, should be 

rendered so as to correspond with the first ; I should 

still maintain that the Prophet, even if he referred to !< 

Christy intended only to declare that Jehovah would dis- 

play his righteousness by him. 

Yo« proceed to asfc : <* Did not the format of these 
Prophets, <via. Isaiah,) also foretel, that he should be 
denominated * Emanuel;' which being interpr^ed^ 
adds the inspired ISt. Matthew, <i. 23,) i> ' Qod with 
ueP^ I do not know whether you mean to intimate 
that St. Matthew was inspired to teach us the inter- 
pretation of the Hebrew title betuor? Such, indeed, 
seems to be your meaniDg, otherwise, surely, you 
would not lay so much stress upon « phra^se so common 
in the writings of the Evangelists. He was certainly 
not inspired, I will venture to affirm, to leach us that 
the title so* interpreted, is an evidence of the Deity of 
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to whom it was applied. If it were, it would . foi^ 
low, that the soo of Isaiah was God. For the whole 
scope of the passage of Isaiah in wfaioh this title .ooourSf 
demoostrates (hat it was designed as the prqpbetic 
Dame of a child to be born w4thin a year after the 
annooDciag of his birth ; and that the child to be born 
and to be so named^ was one of the children whom Je- 
faorafa ga^e to the Prophet ^* for signs and for wonders 
in Israel.' See ch. viii 18. But to whomsoever the 
Ohild was to be born, its birth was to take place in the 
reign of Ahaz, and not seven or eight hundred jears 
afterwards ; for that Child was to eat butter and honej; 
when he came to years of discretioo ; because before that 
period, the king of Israel Imd the king of Damascus, 
who were attempting to dethrone. Ahaz, were to be de» 
stroyed and the land, delivered* from its invader^, was 
to be in « prosperous state. To prefigure this -de* 
liverance, and to commemorsite the- divine interposition 
by which it was to be effected, the name of this ohild 
^astobehik^:^s;*Emanuely or God is with us, (see 
C&. viii. 10.) The name, therefore, was to denote that 
God would visit his people ; would graciously interpose 
in their favour, and deliver them from the power of 
their enemies. But were 1 not constrained by a con- 
sideration of the whole passage, to regard the citation 
in the Gospel of Matthew, as only accommodated to 
the birth and character of Christ, I should still maintain 
that, as a direct prophecy of him, it would afford no 
proof of his Deity. It would signify no more than that 
he was destined to be the iastrument of a great deli- 
verance effected by God ; and the honoured medium of 
divine communications to the world. He was called 
Jesus, to signify that he should save his people from 
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llMir wn; and Emanuel to signiff tb|i( to ihis iM^ 
vatmi, and lb« meaiw hj wkioh {t w«s to t>e hqcoid-* 
pUahed, thaj should •xperieoot \h9 pra^fnoe pf Go4 
amoDf Uiem« Agfacably to tbe daalaraitoa* of Ibba 
naltitade who saw the widow^s son restoc^d lo life, 
whto, ^ a graat fear came on all : and ib«7 glorified 
God» Mjiog* That a gjrtat Prophet i? imn »p fupaoogst 
us ; and, That God hath Tisited his people;' As Dr. 
Carpenter has well observed, '^ It is not said, ^ Jesus 
shall be God with as/ hot * they shall ei|il bis name 
Gop 18 wiTO us:' and God was indeed with DS by 
Jesos; He was with as by those wonderiial works 
which Jesus wrought^ because God was with \k\m \ and 
he was with us by Jesus, since by bam He fully revealed 
His own graeious purposes to mAplund/' ^ 

. You further ask, '' Did oot Christ touself, when tie 
said to the Jews, ** Before Abraham was I am," aaauioe 
the peculiar and most jealously guarded title of the 
Supreme Being, (Evod. iiu 14^) and. thus aver, no) 
simply his pre-ei^stence^ but that self-ei^isteuce, which 
can be ascribed to God ajope ?" Without .the sligbtesi 
hesitation I answer, No. There is here no reference 
whatever to the title of the. Supreme BeiQg, nor any 
parallelism between %hx& passage and pixodp in. 14^ ex- 
cept in the English Version. Tbe terps In the original, 
are in the future tense^ and the reuderii^ Qugb) to have 
been, *' I will be what I will b^•'* t Even tbe Yeisioo 
of tbe Seventy^ £r» £<f» • Oj> irill ^t auction you^ 

« UnUarioftum ifu Doctrine qf the Gosptl^ 3r^. eM^, p. 146, 

t n^nfe* itt^K r\'*r\}^ 



/^watiao; m4 rtt^e/ bare evidently iai»4i)idereto<4 
liie plaee.^ Xbe piirase Mfpf m^, I am» qh which 
liQii lay so jpucb atre93 occurs, several times, and 
io every oU^r jnstaooe is rightly translated ; gene* 
rally, indeed, 9ts the Uaitarians propose, to translate 
it here ; not wj^ioat JQCurring frooi yon |be sarcastic 
sneer, which y<Ml bestow upon every thing that proi> 
ceeds from th^^i. Thus Jolm iv. 26^ when the woinaii 
of Samaria declares her conviction, that the Messiah 
will come^ Jesus replies, '^ I am who apeak io the^y 
Again, John viii* .34, warning the Jews of the dreadfnl 
./poDStqueiicea of unbeUel^ lie saya^ *^ If ye Mfte^e boI 
that I AM, ye will die in yo«r ains.*^ And In a ferae 
almost immediately following, (28,) foretelling the 
results of his death aqd ascension, '^ when ye sb^ll have 
jifted up the Son of laaUf ye skaU k«ow UMt i ^M.'" And 
afterwftfdi, John xiii. 19, bAviag tatimated the inmii« 
ery of Judas to the rest of the disei|)les, he aafd, ** Now 
I tell you before it come, that, when it is come to pass^ 
je mny Mmi^ tM I ^'' ^^^ be qu these oocasioui 
afaune ib« peeulinr aad SMst jMloiiaiy goatdad iHte 
<tf the Supreme Being ?^ King Jamea^a trauaiatow did 
not so understand him ; nor, I am persuaded, do you. 
Yet in all the pliMsea I have cited, the expression is pre^* 
oiaely the same aa in lihat to wbiefa your •xti-aordinary 
^utatton raialfia. In all of thein, H expresses not nature 
or existence, but character and office. And, therefore, 
the authorized Version in these passages, have v^rj 
properly rendered My^^^iju ^ I am bj^' i e. th^^ Cbiw« 

* A%aQaTb. mane properly iPpDder«#«fA«i, im^a^, A.Or. V«i.«Mf4#i^4Mr%4iKr 
t U i» iimtnti^ ihtt ih* poor aun to ivlioin Jesutlutf ||h«ii«iglit, wfmkm 
f^hmiftUinfjmivt^UmMmevmatg. ««S0BetaMl, «TIm» it htc* eilMit 
said, • He ii like himi' bill be Mid,* A Alt."* Eyu;«fM. aeeJWNta*^ 
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Would you brand tbem with your repeated and. coo- 
temptuoDS marks of admiration? I wot not. Why then 
may not this phrase be so rendered and so understood 
in the place under consideration ? You reply, there was 
nothing *' in this assertion, either to satisfy the query 
proposed in ver. 67 ; or to induce the Jews, as if he bad 
been guilty of blftsphemy» to take up stonea to coat at 
him?^* That it was on the ground of his being a 

* In Use nine note in which this question is asked, it is immediately as- 
seitfldy ** To this measore also, (Ji^t,6t stoning Jesus,) they resented, ndien 
la ilillpUMrfenDS he dedaied fail Unity with God, •! and my Father aM 
QB^' (/oJkfi X.50,) hy whidi thqr coBteoded that, Ui^ a mm he made . Am»- 
iC{f God/* If this passage be properly examined, it will be evident, that . the 
Jews accused him of blasphemy, not because he had asserted, that he and 
the Father were one, but because he had spoken of God as his Father. They 
Ihom^t, or istfMr they pretended to think, tiiat he had spoken of God in 
iimn pfrnliar warn aa Iris Father Tlbis is ^victot. ftom the justiiottion «r 

^f«^arff, arhigh mtr l^mrd rm^parmApA to aSRae to theaet iinweagonfthlA ^^mA jg^ | 

lignant cavillenu *' Is it not written in your Law, * I said* Ye are gods ?' If ^ 

he called them gods, unto whom the word of Crod came, and the Scripture 
eannot be broken ; 6ay ye of him whom the Father hath saxKtii!^, and sent 
Into the wofld, Thou Uaaphenest ; because I said, I am the Sm of Godf".^ 
How any one possessing the ai^ghM acquaintance with So^^t^re i«'^«nf>^ 
can produce this saying of our Lord as an evidence of his Unity with God, is 
truly astonishing. The Archdeacon, indeed, does not state what he means 
by Unity, but it is pretty evident that he means Um'ty of nature and substance. 
KoAing caxk be well plainer, than that' our Loid meaot tie more than Unity 
of counael lui^ derigii. And thebeatjoterpreta^of thephraoe h^fffMfwIM. 
be found in Jo^bi xvU. 11, 20, 22, 2a 1 Cor. iii 8. Ephet. ii. 14b— Calvin, 
Erasmus, Beza, and many commentators, both of the Romish and the Re- 
ftmned Churches, deny that these words have any reference to Unity of sub- 
stance. ** Abusl sunt hoc kico veteres,*' says, Qdvin, ** nt probaient Christuift 
FMii hfAowa-Mt, Neque enim Chrktos de unitate sulistantiae disputat, sed de 
eonaensu quem cum Patre faabet, quicquid sdl, geritur a Christo, Patris 
Tirtute confirmatum in.** Not a^l the andents : for not only Origen, but 
Alexander of Alexandria, Basil, Chiysostom, Athanasiusi, and others, inter- 
pMt the pofliage as Calvin himsdf does. 
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Uasphemer thai th^ Jews ioteoded la stooe him, is a 
€biijectiire,Qf your own, not warranted by any thing 
iA the btsiory ; nor is it necessary to account for . their 
^olence Of the query proposed in ver« 57, which arose 
QUt of a wilful and malignant perversion of his words, 
our Lord with becoming dignity takes no nptice. He 
refers to what he bad before said of Abraham's having 
seen bis day. It seems, indeed, scarcely possible for 
any: unprejudiced person to read the whole passage, 
and not perceive at once that it conveys no such doc- 
trine as you have attempted to derive from it^ The 
day that Abraham saw, was not a day co*eval with 
Umself, but the 6ospel*day, the day in which « the 
■atiOBS of the world were to be in a peculiar manner 
blessed in his descendants. The pe/'son, whose day 
this waa emphatically called, who was to dispense the 
firedicted blessings, ^as not necessarily a person existing 
prior to the Patriarch, or co eval with him. Both he, 
and bis^ay were existing then only in the counsels of 
that in&nitely wite Beingi who sees the end from the 
begiBBiBg^ aod eaUa things that are not, but which h^ 
has determined «haU be, things that are. No one iqia* 
gines that Abraham actually saw the day of Jesus, that 
lie was living during the ministry of our Lord ; but as 
Paolin his Efii^tl^fte ..the Gaktians, has observed, al« 
Bioat as a c^nnment upon this passage, >* The Scriptures 
kaving foreieen that God would justify the Gentiles be 
faith, proelaimed before glad tidings to Abraham, saying. 
Through thee all nations. shall be blessed." Jn like man- 
ner the chuise** Before Abraham was, I am hb,*' clearly 
eignifies, that previoos to the time of Abraham, God had 
appointed that Jesus should be the Messiah ; at the 
Apostle Peter affirms him to have been * fore ordained 



tefore the foundatioD of (he w&A6, ttiougfa he wan Mi* 
Aifested in the last tibes.' la Ihe saloe nniniier Ctifis* 
Ifans are said to be ^choaeti in Christ before the fonn* 
elation of ihe world ;' and* Christ himself is spoten ef; 
in the Apoealypse, as 'a Lamb skin from be/bre the 
fonndation of the world ;^ wfaioli event is nioM aeon* 
rately described bj Peter as ' fore ordained* before tbart 
period. It is onlj by thus interpreting this phrase, that 
the pertinency of otar Lord's observation eiin' ftiUy 
appear. The as3eriion of his pre-existenoe or Us 
self^existence would have answered little purpose^ iti 
illnstrating or provttag his former assertron that Abfh* 
ham had' seen bis day. Snppos^ it to be^ >* Atea* 
bam saw my day, be rejoieed in the prospeet of the 
blessings which were to be derived ttom my ministry 
to all the nations of the tfarth, beonuse I am tiie* self* 
existent Jehdvab» or a pre-ejrist«nt Spirit;* and tlneif 
appears little force or connexioff id tbel remark, Ba| 
on the other liandy consider if as it ims foeetf dow {oler* 
preted, 'Abrahiim foresaw thit a tisae i^tM aoiadp 
Wbeto all the peoples 6f the earth woald be Uessed to 
bis family, becanse, even before h^# days, bc^fora the 
promise was given to him, I was destined fn thi? doatisel 
of my Father to preach the gUul-t|diag« of tiie* king*- 
ddm ;* and the reasotfitig of our Lovd H- jast and ednelu^ 
sive, and everyway worthy of hi^ wisdiMn. T4>:thoee 
^ho wish to see all that <mn be alleged in fivotir i^ the 
•Unitarian exposition of this text» i 'wonid teoo^iniMii 
Mr. Belshain's Cairn > Inqui/ry^ jdr. fifmpsenfa E^MsLye 
on the Languitgd <f Sen^urej Dr. CHTpaoter'B ' Unif 
iarianism the Doctrine Af the Gospel^ and ' <3a«daie% 
True Doctrine of ite Hew Teutamemi^ ifc. 
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Yottr meti inquiry iS| '' And b«t he ii6t iA tbe Apocd- 
lyjMie, by a AMlett feftifence to tke Old l*e$tam^nt,^ 
fliaiah itliir. 60 < t am Alpha and Omega, the B^- 
gffiiiifig md th^ End, tb« First aad the La&t/ distitictly 
MStuied Wt' UnHjr with the * lord qf ff^st^f ** to 
wbfefi it might M i tufflcietit answet tb observe, that 
If he basi the Lcftdof HoHb can bleed and die ! a con- 
elttiioii from ivhiek all who hre not wedded to a system, 
woiiM dtart arfth horror. Y^t thii conckfiod is in- 
ievitable oo yont hypothesis ; for he #hf> ^ak« thus of 
Irfmself at tbe oondaskm of the book, is at the begid- 
l^flg as irell as id olheif patts of it de«erit>ed, aa ^ be 
that Uf etb, bat traa dead \ as the finst be^tten of the 
dMid ; as having toved tos, and washed uii from Oitt sinil, 

la his ow«i blood.'* Bol trbatever may be the meaning 

of tUs pboiseologyi it oamiot denote the Udity of Jestts 

Christ with the Lovd of Hosts % tbt the Apooalypse 

I «b(rowla in paasagiv whiefa distinguish Jeitts Cfatist Arom 

! tho SfqfMWiM God in a manner tbe most dear and 

There may be, and proliablj Is, ad alIa#ion In this 
phrase to more than one pasiage ii iaaiab, where tbe 
I^ord of Hosts is represented as apeaking of ttintsatf i 
and it must furtl^er be granted, that aeooirdiag flo the 
text of Griesbaob, this very title is in tbe Afoedypse 
itself (oh. i. 8,} given to ' the Lord Qod^, tbe Almighty ;' 
yet it does not thence nn^estiooab^ follow thai it is 
i in botii places to be interpreted in tbe lame maptien 

r Regard most be had| in eneb oase% to the diffsfont sub* 

jects of whom the 9ame thing appears to be piediented* 
Thus it is said of Jebovafa, '< Tfaiy yeass are thiwnghenl 
all generations, thy years shall have no end ;** (Ps. 
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eii. 24, 87,) it is also said of MelcbisedeW ^haJL ke hacf 
*' neither beginniogof days, nor end of life;" yet w|ko 
tbence ascribee to Melcbisedek the altribateof eter- 
nity* The essential dififereoce in the subjects oooipeia 
ua to interpret- what ia said of them in a Tery difianrnl' 
manner. So in the instance poder onr consideraiion, 
the terns which, when used of the Lord of Hosts, are 
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expressive of an attribute, w;hen used of One who ealla 
the Lord of Hosts bis Ood and Father^ must be r«r 
garded aa no more than a title. - This I maintain vis 
according to a legitimate rale of interpretation, An4 
as a title of Jesas» these words do not denote bis Unity 
with the Lord of Hosts ; but are strictly consistent with 
bis perfect humanity. They may, signify, * that the 
scbeine of divine providence b^ins and ends with him^ 
and through its whole progress, has some relation to 
Jiim : that from first to liist the attention of provideiice 
.was continually to be turned npon him, and a per^ 
petual regard to be paid to him. Of him Moses md 
the Prophets spake: with reference to his miiBsioo, 
all the circumstances of tbe 'ancient world were arranged 
andeflEected; and to the end of time his doctrine ia 
to be the object of the divine citre.* Or it may be under- 
stood in a more restricted sens^, as indeed' the context 
and the whole strain of the book, so far as I understand 
it, seem to suggest, 'viz, ' that as he had been honoured 
by the Father as the instrument by which the kingdoni 
of heaven had been established, and all its privilegea 
and. powers dispensed to the subjeoto of it, sa be was td 
be empowered, at the oondusioii of that kingdom, to 
exercise a regal and judicial power, and '<to ghre to 
every man as his work should be»*=" 
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Yoa proceed to your last inquirj, « Did oot Zecfaa^ 
riab propbesj ; *^ In that day,''* saiih the Lordf (J;i(Ho- 
VAH again,) ** they shall look upon Me whom they have 
pierced ;" and does not the inspired St. John directly 
apply tbier to Christ ?" Undoubtedly the Evangelist does 
apply i\As io Chtisif as in the verse immediately pre* 
ceding be had applied another passage of Scripture, of 
rather the substance oV two or three passages, * A bone 
of him shall not be broken ;* in both cases without 
meaning to assert that the passages so applied, were 
direct prophecies of Christ. But are you perfectly 
sure, Sir, that you have quoted the words of the Pro* 
pbet accurately ? I grant that you have accurately eited 
the passage from the common English Version ; and 
yon may have done so |rom a full persuasion that il 
correctly represents the original. I must, however, beg 
leave to differ from you on this point, and to maintaia 
with Abp. Newcome, Kennicott, H. Owen, and many 
other eminent critics, that according to the true te<ai 
of the original, the Prophet's words are, *« They ekaU 
look upon Him whom they pierced.'' * If this be right, 

• The pretent Hebrew text is y^ ^y^ ^^ ^^ ^^^^^ In^wd ef ^ 
49 MSS. of Kenn. and 13 of De fiossi, and naoy others in the manriaf i«mI 
vSk : *°^ ^^ reading is favoured by y^^p in the next verside. Two of the 
earliest editions also, and the Talmudists have this reading. It is so quoted 
by the Evangelist. All the ancient VersionSv it is true, ikvour the oommoB 
t«xt. One valuable MS. of LXX. reads 1 1; 8y ; and Hohnes*s CoUation will 
prabaUy discover ma^y more. The Aldine .edition has both leadhigs ir^ 
lAh Hf ^« Ignatius and Justin Martyr have u; ^. Irenaus and 'totaUlia 
render in the third person. Blayney is unwilling to alter the nadii^, but 
considers ^l^n not as a compound of l^it and y^ but as merely the pnpositicii. 
Banei* observes that if the common readhig be retained, it may be rendered, 

*• ivyMmf ad Mf, Deum, opis hnplorandse ctusi, fuodaUlnet ad Mm, fttem 
irnkM/lxinmk 
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ntA ytm will ciot easily prove it wroog,- ffae prophecy 
by ZifchBthh, aod the AppIicatioD of it by the inspired 
Apodtle decide nothing as to the n^ut^dt Christ. 

To one inqofry mat^^ proposed in note 49, (p. 1^} 
I mntft briefly n^ply, '* Christ," yov say, *' througfaotit 
tlie New Testatnent is commonly stited Kt^^ir* the Lord t 
iind by fo;^< tbronghont the Old TestameM, the Seventy 
tmnslate the Hebrew JehoITAH. Does ibis snpply no 
argnment for the Unity of the two l^erscns to whom 
tbote appellations are respectfvely attach^d^ ^^ To one 
aceastomed it read the Version of the Setenty, thid 
irittst appear a very exttaorffinary qnestion. The fre- 
^tient dt^cnrreoce of the term %<o( as the trfinsktion of 
<lie Hebrew ^yirm AdoKaY, one would tfahik, migbl 
Vleatly ^OW in what sense the writers of the New Tes- 
Hsment applied that term to Christ. Did Paid imagine 
tfiiit 4ie was addressing a second Person in the Godliead, 
Wh^n M the road to i^amascns, be inqnired t^ €i, %«c ; 
l>kt Xh€ Woman of Samarim Suppose she was speaking 
to Jehovah, when trbe said to J^sns Kv^€, ^€»^ hi 
vpo^lifi €t av7 Had the poor nan to whom Jesus gave 
sgbi, any notl«i^ that Jesas was God, when being asked 
by htai, wbether he believed on the Son of God, be 
replied, T»? en Kvp«e; "The fact is,*' as Dr. Carpenter 
has justly observed, but which t could not have .p^e-: 
sumed to state to a person of jour learning, .bad you 
not pot so strange a qiseation, " tbe ward imptiM jvo 
more tban that the Person to whom it is applied, has 
ttUtkority or power; and very frequently, it is only a 
term of respect, given to a person without any reference 
to his superiorky. It may be translated, Maaifery 
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Siff or Lord^ aoMrdiag to tbt oircnttstanoef of tlie 
ease,"* 

I tbink, 8ir» I have now noticed every thiag in the 
Appendix to your last Chaif e tfaat teqirirea or deaervea 
attention. In so aKiltifcrio>u8 a prodiiotion, aome topies 
may bave been overlooked ; none have been ttes^nedly 
passed by, but sncb as were merely repetitions of wbat 
bad been said in joug former Cbai^get, seasoned miOk « 
Uttle more of banter and sarcasm ; «ad wUeh bad 
been suffieiently adverted to in the < Three LetUre.* 
Haying thos answeredi to the best of <ny ability, all 
yoor inquiries, and, I trust, in such a manner as to 
prove that they are in no degree adverse to the dooltrine 
(X Unitarianinn ; I hope } csay now be pennittpd, ia 
my turn, to propose % Jew fnestions for yottc solutioB* 

The doctrine of tbe Trinity^ it « asserted, is a Scrip* 
ture-doetrine, and according to Bishop Beveridge and 
some others, plainly revealed in the Sacred Writings : 
How is it then th«t so aMmy different accounts are 
given of the doctAne^ even by tbe most learaed, and 
reputedly the iftost orthodox men^bers of your own 
Church ? All of them cannot be ^nally right If the 
doctrine * be a prime foBdamental doctrine, the belief of 
wUch is necessary to Sftkation, can it be a matter of 
little moment how it is believed, or what particulars are 
held to ho coinpriied in it ? Can the Realists and the 
Nominaltsts, the Athanaaians and the Pseodo-Athana- 
sians, the Indwellers and the Swedenborgianst, with many 
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oihen, too aameroQs to be. here mentiooed, be all 
equally loaod in the faith, and all equally in the way of 
saltation ? Is it of no moment whether a man profess 
the Ciceronian Trinity, or the Cartesian Trinity, or the 
Pbitonio Trinity, or. the Aristotelian Trinity, or the 
Trinity of the Mobile, provided he so far renounces his 
reason as to maintain that One is Three, and Three are 
One? The impudent forger of the Athaoasian Creed, 
has indeed taken upon himself to settlethis matter, and 
to denounce everlasting damnation against all who sym- 
bolise not with him ; but if he be right, few will be 
saved. The doctrine of the Trinity, in whatever form 
it be stated, must, I am well aware, be a mystery, 
which no deinitions can ezpUun, and na reasomng 
prove; yet as certain terms. and forms of speech are 
necessarily used in propounding this doctrine, it is. de- 
sirtble to know in what sense these terms and phrases 
are taken by those who employ them. For as words 
am tlie signs of ideas, they who use words, must imagine 
at least that they have ideas whieb they intend the 
words should signify. When we are told, then, that 
there are three persons in one God, we naturally psk 
what we are to understand by person, — what idea, what 
notiod does it express? Mr. Locke defines person ta 
be *^ a thinkiqg, intelligent Being, that has reason and 
reaction, and can consider itself as itself/* Is the 
accuracy of this definitiop allowed ? Then the three 
Persons of the Trinity, are three distinct, conscious^ 
itttettigent Beings, each having reason and reflection, 
«iob considering itself as itself. But perhaps you will 
not allow Mr. Locke's definition to be applicable to this 
subject ; for there seem to be amongst proliwed Trini- 
tarians very various opinions concerning the meaning of 
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the term. Are we to understand by tbe term * person/ 
a real substance, or merely a name, an attribute, a 
fMode of existence f a relation, a propertif, or a posture? 
And by the three persons of the Godhead, three inter- 
nal rehtions of the one substance of tbe Deity to itself, 
or three external relations of the one sabstaooe of the 
Deity to mankind, or essential, formal, inadequate con- 
eeptions or primalities, vii. Power, Intellect, and Will, 
or three subsistencies, three diversities, or three some^ 
whaU ? Is it presuming too much to ask you to furnish 
a clue, by which an inquirer after truth may be guided 
through this labyrinth, in which some of the most^ m* 
telligent and quick-sighted of your own church, after 
jostling each other without much tenderness or cere- 
mony, appear to have been bewildered and lost. Dr. 
T. Sherlock tells us, that <« to say there are three dirine 
persons and not three distinct infinite minds,, is both 
heresy and nonsense;** and contends that they are 
*< three substantially distinct intelligent Beings, as dis- 
tinct as Peter^ James, and John.'' Tet the Unirersity 
of Oxford decreed this to be false, impious, and here- 
tical, contrary to the doctrine of the Catholic Church, 
and especially of the Church of England ; and ap- 
proved of the hypothesis of Dr. Wallis that the three 
persons are only three modes or relations, which the 
Deity bears to bis creatures. Can these diflEBrent hypo- 
theses, maintained by the members of the Church oi 
England, be both, or either of them reconciled with tbe 
Athanasian or the Nicene Creeds ? Is the first of them 
any thing less than Tritheism ; or is the latter of them 
any thing more, in fact, than Unitarianism ? Are 
three Beings one Being, because the substance of the 
three is the same ? Is one person three persons, be- 

l2 
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cftuM ke 9iifitaios three ekaracters ? If we adniH with 
•Sterlook, Watertend, and others, thai the P«tbar, the 
Son, and the Holjr Spiril, are Ikre^ distjnet, eoii8eio««» 
lotelligeDt agents, or persom, how %f^ we to anderstaad 
their mutual relatioDS ; what ilotioii are we to form of 
their unity ? Are we to maintaiB that the Father alcwe , 
la self-exiit^tfl, the root aad fbontain of IKt^inity, that 
the two oih^r peisons deriye Iheir existence from Him, 
ihe Son keiog generated by an eternal neoessary ema- 
aation, or by the Father's eontemplating his own per- 
•fN^ionft ; and the Holy Spirit proceeding from the Father, 
or from both the Father and the •Son, and so bolk being 
in this respect inferior to the Father, but ill ail oth#r 
respects Independent' of Him, and eqnal to Him ? Or 
hve we to consider them as united by a mntnal penetra- 
tfon of each other*9 sobstance, by wbat is technically 
cs^Hed Emperiehoresis, or Circtimincession ? If we ^doflt 
the former of tbes^ fajrpotfaeses, do we not adirtit that in *] 
the Trrnity there » one supreme, and two subordinate 
beings t And how can tbesie be each truly €od ? How 
can the Person generated, and the Person proceeding, 
be coeral and co-eternal with the Person from whojh 
they proceeded and emanated. If we adopt the lati^, 
do we not maintain wbat fs otterly nnintelligibfe, anil 
assert that three absolutely perfect Beings oecnpy the 
same infinite space, and thus, in fact, preclude ail idea 
of personal distinction ? If rejecting these notions, we 
betake ourselves to Wallis and South, and aeknoirkdge 
'the three persons only as attributes T>r relations, do we 
not thtis also annihilate all persctaai distinctions, and 
incur the censure whicfh you pass on Unitarians, not in 
respiect of the 1st cb. of John alone, but of aiarge pa^t 
of the New T^stiiment, of *<makh]gtionsense of it'T' 
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With ibe doctfioe ot the Trioity, coDoeroiog which J. 
have thus iaken the libertj of pcoposiog to you a ff-w 6f 
ien thottiand difficuUia^ with which, it is encuoibered^ 
th^ do^iae of lb« Ittcarmation is iatuoateljr poao^ctad^ 
aad ooQC^niog this aUo« I qiMSt beg leave to trouble 
yott with one or two iaquirieiB. Yoo maiBtajiii that 
about aighitaaa h«adrad yeari ags9> tha seoood person oC 
the Trinity entered into the womb af a Jewish virxio,* 
vras th^a united to a buaiaA eiabryot was bo^fiy passed 
Ibfoof h the SMOGQiisive stages of infancy, youth* and 
man hood ». and finally died on a cross at Jerusaiiein. 
Sacb, at leai9t» is the faith of the Established Chardi| 
or snob passages as the foUowingj which must eertainl^ 
be addressed to Godi^ and . not, to a oian> bat whi^h ( 
never hear without shudda^ingi would not opcur in he^ 
religiai^ services :«»^ Thou didst not abhor the Vii^in's 
womb. When thou hadst overcome the sharpness oC 
deaths 4pc. By the n^ystery of thy holy incarnation^ by 
thy nativity and circumcision, by thine agony and bloodj* 
sweaty fa\y thy cross aad passion, by thy preetons death 
and buriaL* You will not allow thajl you offer religioni^ 
hoflsage to a man, to whom alone suQh language is h\ 
all suitable ; nor will you admit, perhaps, whai| closeijr 
pressed, that God is capable of suffering qr pf deaths 
You address neither God nor man, but a Being pomn 
pounded of both, a Gqd-.Man, e€«K&fanre$. The divine 
and human natures, you will say, were united in Christ 
in such a manner, that these two natures constituted 9na 
person. This position appears to me not merely 
iaconceivable, but impossible. Yoa will, parhapsi 
a^rrect me, and .demonstrate the possibility of sucJ^ 
a union. I do not ash whether with the ApoUinin 
lyafts we must maiQtaio> that the divine Person 
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BuppUed ib^ place of a tool to the boman person? 
or with the Eutychiana, that the bnman nature 
was absorbed by the divine, as a drop of water is ab- 
sorbed by the ocean into which it falls; or with the 
Nestotians, that the two natures were perfectly distinct ; 
or with the conncil of Ephesns, (that condemned Nes* 
torins, and established what has since been held the 
orthodox doctrine,) that the second Person or the Logos 
of God was substantially or hypoBtaticaUy united to 
the body and the soul of the man Jesus ? Considered 
in any way the onion of God with a man, as the doctrine 
of the Incarnation supposes, is utterly incredible. <* Tfae 
words God and man are among those which are in most 
common use, and the meaning of which is best de* 
fined and understood. There cannot (as with regard 
to the doctrine of the Trinity) be any controTersj 
about the sense in which they are here used^ or 
about the ideas which they are intended to express. 
These ideas are perfectly irreconcileable with eaoh 
other.** The idea we form of God, is that of a Being 
sdf-existent, eternal, immutable, impassible, omnipotent, 
omnipresent, and omniscient : the idea we form of man, 
is that of a being necessarily dependent, mortal, muta- 
ble, finite in -duration, power, and knowledge. Can 
there possibly be a being compounded of such opposite 
attributes, a being at tbe same time infinite and finite ; 
all-powerAiI and impotent; omiiipreseilt and limited 
to a small point of space ; omniscient' atid imperfect in 
knowledge? Are not *'ihe ideas as incompatible, and ^ 

the language as absurd, - as if one should say, magnifi- 
eently-mean ; partially-universal ; feebty-strong ; false- 
truth ; righteous-dishonesty ; wise-folly^ Ibog-brerity ; 
bright-obscurity; or should put togetber any other 
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tmm^ 6r idea*, wbioh abcolutefy refuse to unite, and 
the one of which eztingoishes and destroys the other?" * 
—All the langnage of orthodoxy is formed on the positioB 
that the Union of the divine and human natures took 
place in the womb ^of the Virgin, continued even da 
theorosi^ and in Joseph's tomb; and continues stilL 
Then has not the Deity, <one of whose essential attri- 
butes is immutability, undergone a change? Since it 
has taken the human natnre into4tself, is the Godhead 
{irecisely what it was before? Or, if the three Persons, 
be three distinct and separate intelligences, does not 
the second Person vary from the other two, aqd froip 
what itself was prior to the Incarnation ? Has the per* 
feet man, to which the divine nature was united, be- 
<€ome perfect «God ? Does not this constitute ^ fourth 
Person in the Godhead ?— When I contrast with this 
strange system, not to call it by a harsher name, the 
simple doctrine of Unitarianism, can I have any hesi- 
tation which to choose ? 

But notwithstanding the difficulties, the apparent in- 
congruities and contradictions which the advocates of 
the» doctrine of the Trinity, not only acknowledge to 
belong inseparably to it, but even consider as the most ap- 
propriate and convincing evidence of its truth ; if the doc- 
trine were unquestionably revealed, I could not refuse to 
receive it. If God had inscribed it in legible characters 
on the Tables of testimony which he delivered to Moses, 
or proclaimed it with bis own voice from Mount Sinai ; 
if he had authorized any of his inspired Prophets to an- 
nounce it to his people; if Jesus had received eoa- 
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immdineDt from the Faiber to teaeh it to bis diseiiilei^ 
and bad cbarged tbem to publiab it to tbe worlds I 
abouid deem it incumbent apon me, at tbe ooiamAiid 
of Gody to lay prostrate tbe aoderstandiog derived froidi 
bis inspiratioiiy and ob tbis. subject to renounce tk« use 
of tbat reason whidi be bas made tbei glory ot mf 
tame. Happily, no sucb bard dnty is impoaed ! For if 
any tbing can be clear and certain it is thisi tbat tbe 
Scriptures, from tbe beginning of tbem to tbe end; teaiefc 
tbe doctrine of tbe strict and proper Unity of God ; 
not Unity of counsel and design merely, but Unity of 
Person. Tbis yon deny* Let me tben ask yon ; Is 
not tbis true, at least of the writings of tbe Old Tes* 
tament? Da tbey not abound in the most express de- 
daratioos that God is One ? Is there a single passage 
that explicitly teaches, or from which it can be unda- 
niaUy inferred that this one God consists of three Per- 
sons, the Father, tbe Son, and the Holy Spirit ? Is there ' 
any such passage in the Mosaic Laws ? In those fine 
^votional compositions, which form the Book of Psalms, 
is the Trinity once invoked ? Is it not manifest, that the 
writers were entirely ignorant of a Tri-nne God ? Is K . 
not an almost nnirersally admitted feet, tbat the Jews 
in every age were uoinstructed in tbis mystery ? Andean 
it. be supposed, that they to whom were committed tbe 
Oracles of God, would be left in ignorance of * a prime 
fundamental article <ef faith,^ an article which we are 
now told, all who wonld besared, mast beliere ? Tbnt 
they had formed rery exaked conceptions of tbe Per- < 

sonage who was to appear «s iheit Messiah, is evident, 
but did they expect that he would Jh^ the everiiving 
God, or a second person of tbe Godhead? Have we not 
the most express tostimooy from srarioiis quarters thai 



fbqr expected a man like themselves? To wfaom was 
prdytr addressed in the Jewish Church? to whom by 
Jesos Christ himself? to whom by those wbom he 
taught to say, ' Oor Father who art in heaven' ? Is the 
object of worship the same bow as in their days ? Do 
ihey who pray to God, according to the Liturgical 
forms of the Established Church, worship the same God^ 
that the Jews, our Lord, and his disciples worshipped ? 
Was Jehovah, the Father, the God-maB» and the Holy 
Spirit ? 

When we turn to the New Testament, where do we 
meet with any statement of the doctrine of the Trioity ? 
Did our I^ord himself teach it ? You will say perhaps 
that he left it to be inferred from the Baptismal For- 
mula, and one or two other passages. Was it inferred 
by his first disciples ? Or is it credible that a doctrine 
of so much moment, would be commuoicated in such 
a manner? And have not all the passages which some 
^have supposed to suggest it, been understood by many 
persons of souud learning and judgment, to bear a very 
diflTevetit meaning? Has not every single text of this 
kind, been abandoned by one or another even of ortho- 
dox interpreters ? * In the whole conduct of Jesus as 
described by the Evangelists, do we perceive any thing 
that proves him to be God ? Did he not uniformly speak 
of God as of a Being distinct ftom himself, and with 
all the reverence that a pious man habitually displays 
towards his Maker? Did he not pray to Him both 
openly and in private ? Did he not uniformly act and 
speak and feel as a perfect man ? On any occasion did 

■ 
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te betray a eoDfoioutoeis that he was' more than man ; 
that he was the Supreme God as well as Jesas of Naza- 
reth ? Was he received by the people, or by his disci- 
ples in that character? When the multitudes were 
astonished at his miracles, had they known that he was 
Crod, would they have been content with ezclaimiDg, 
** a great prophet hath risen up amongst us,^' or have 
** glorified God who had given such power unto men T' 
Did Martha, who was one of those whom he peculiarly 
honoured with his friendship, suspect that he was God, 
or God*man, when she said, ** I know that whatsoever 
thou wilt ask of God, God will give it thee V* Can 
you point oat one circumstance in the whole of 
the intercourse between Jesus and the Twelve, who 
surely could not be ignorant of his true nature, which 
proves that they owned him as their God? Did Peter 
know that he was God, when he rebuked him, or when 
with oaths and curses he denied him? Did Thomas 
know it, when he said, ** Let us also go with him, that 
we may if ie with him" ? Did Judas know it, when be 
delivered him into the hands of the Jewish rulers? 
Did the two disciples who went on the day of the re- 
surrection to Emmaus, know it, when they expressed to 
the supposed stranger, their grief and disappointment at 
bis death ? In all the discourses of the first preachers 
of the Gospel, recorded in the Acts of the Apostles, is 
there any one expression from which it can be inferred 
that they believed him to be God ? They call him a 
Man approved of God, a Prince, and a Saviour, they 
describe him as being then exalted to the right band of 
God, i. e* to the enjoyment of great dignity and power ; 
but iidt a word falls from them relating to his Deity, 
not a hint of the^istiocUon of the Godbead into three 






f 



Persooti of whom Christ was one. Cab this silence b^ 
aceoaoted fori coDsisleotly with the truth of the doe- 
trine of the Trinity ? If this were really a doctrine of 
the New Testament, would it have been deemed neces- 
sary, as it has been, ever since the third centary, to em- 
ploy such terms and phrases in the exposition of it, as are 
not to be found in the Scriptures? In the case of doc-* 
irines generally admitted to be revealed, is not the Ian- 
guage of the Sacred Writers not only sufficiently ex- 
plicit, but in every respect the best that can be adopted? 
How is it then, that no such terms as Triniiyf PeraoM 
of the Godhead^ God^Man^ God the Son, and God Um 
Holy Ghost, are to be met with in any part of the Old 
or New Testaments ? Tet must not such terms have 
frequentlj occurred had the doctrine been a Jewish or a 
Christian doctrine? Would not the minds of the 
apostles of our Lord have been most deeply impressed 
by it ? Would they not have been as anxious as those 
who now hold it are, to call the attention of mankind to 
it? Would it not have been attacked with vehemenoe 
both iiy Jews and Gentiles ? Would not the first preach* 
ers of Christianity have been called upon continually to 
explain and to defend it ?— '< to exhibit it in its rela- 
tions, and carefully to guard against the misapprehen- 
sions to which it is so liable 7 From the very nature of 
the human mind, if their minds at all resembled those 
of other men, the fact that their Master was the 
Almighty, clothed in flesh, must have appeared con* 
tinually in their writings, in direct assertions, in allu- 
aions, in the strongest possible expressions of feeling, 
in « thousand difbrent forms. As a fundamental doc- 
trine of our religion, it is one which they roust have 
been constantly employed in teaching. If it were a 



^pciriM of Chriftmnity, woald not tlie eridencQ for it 
bfirtt from everj part of the New Testesseot, io a bUot 
of light } Do you thiiik we should be left to collect the 
proof of wch tB artHde^ and the evidence of ioeom^ 
panUy the most astoniiUng fact that ever occurred 
apoD earthf from tome ezpresaioiw scattered here asd 
theie, the greater part of them being drept inddeDtallj i 
and that ooe of the most {riaaiible argaments foe il 
woaM be foand io the omissioQ of the Greek aiticle in 
foar or five texts ?" * 

If these iaquiries were not more than sufficieDt to 
manifest the weakness of yoor can^ and to exercise 
your iQgeDoity as its advocate, they might be in- 
creased almost without end. Indeed, as it has been 
well obaerved by the writer to whom I have just re* 
ferred, ** there is hardly a fact or conversation recorde4 
Hi the history of our Savioar*s ministry, wfaicfa may not 
afford ground for ^ncb questioas as I have proposed**' 
I niigbt add many concerning the supposed personality 
and Deity of the Holy Spirit ; and many concerning 
the important concessions and admissions of the ancient 
Christian Fathers, . their silence on points now chiefly 
dwelt upon, the language of those reputed most ortbor 
dox, tiie confessedly gradual developement of the doc* 
trine of the Trinity, the reluctance of the unlearned to 
receiTO it in any form, and many other topics connected 
with the history of early opinions. Bnt I forbear, from 
eompassion both to you and myi^elf, For as I could not 

• See ^ Staimeni of Kmom fmt nU hdknAng i^DddfiiiM of TrM^' 
tjtiantt ^^ occnnonei Sjy ¥rqfe$sof Sluari*t Letkr$ to Mr, Chatudngf Bfgtoih 
jff, J, An excellent pwij^let, and well deserving of being re-^ipted in tbi^ 
coimuy. 
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frti to iieopprttted by the nttUitod^ of qiief tiont, irUcb, 
if I w«re to paraM Ihe Mbjeet to its fall extent, I thoeld 
bate to aek, yoor ooodilioa, if 700 were to atteapt to 
«iis«rer them^ %nmM be indeed- patnlbl end detpe- 
mie. 

Here, tben, I aonelade ajLefleri; fortbe leogtb, 
and I fear 1 anasl add, ibr tbe ioacentades of wUob, I 
-ought to apologise to you, and to aneb as may bonotfr 
tbea witb a peraaaL Tbey faafo been written in gveat 
baste, amidst eontionedand onavoidal4e awMMilions, and 
firequently tinder great de p r e s si on of spirits^ Hsd I ei»- 
joyed more leisnre, and better hecHb, I migbt bai9<)o«i^ 
pressed tbem, and rendered them less ntworthy of the 
pnblic eye.* Witti alt Ibeir nnmemns liMilts> they will, I 
hope, have answered, in some good ^degree, the end I had 
in view, and which, as I have already stated it, I need not 
here repeat. With these Letters, the oontroversy also, on 
my pert, doses. I entered upon it with reluctance; I 
have pursued it witb very painful emotions; and I 
gladly relinquish it for ever. Tet, Sir, if yon are dis» 
posed calmly and seriously to dispuss the eyidence of 
Unitarianism, on the ground either of Scripture or of 
Antient Testimony, or of both ; and on the condition of 
mingling with it nothing of a personal nature, nothing 
relating to the supposed consequences of the doctrine, 
or of the talents and character of those who profess it ; 
such is the importance of the subject, I should not feel 
myself at liberty to decRne the defence of what I hold 
to be ''the faith which was once delivered unto the 
saints.*' But to nothing in the way of banter or sar- 
casm, to nothing approaching to the stile and temper 
of your last two Charges, their Appendixes, and Notes, 



from whatever qotrter ihej maj come,, will I altted 
•gain. I have done what I tboaght'tbe circunstaiioea io 
wbieb I waa placed leqittredy ia Tindication of the doo* 
triaei I deem Meted, and of the charaeters of thoae to 
whom I owe great respect, and with that I ihallremain 
tatiffied : readj, when erer it shall dearly be my daty 
•ealoasly, bat mildly, to defend the great priociplea of 
Uaitafianism, which are id^itifled io my mind with the 
Gospel of the grace of God ; but firmly resolved to en- 
gage no more in a contest for minor and unessential 
pointSy at the serionp hasard of imMUag the spirit which 
I disapprove in others, and of offending against that 
charity which is <^ the end of the commandment/' and 
** the bond of perfectness,** and without which, all know- 
ledge and all faith are unprofitable and vain. 

I am. Reverend Sir, 

Tour obedient Servant, 

« 

C, WELLBELQVED. 
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ToBK, June 1, 1^4. 
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